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Executive Summary 
Part I- Infrastructure of the Installation Status Report (ISR) was field tested at 11 CONUS 
installations in July-August 1993. The test was very successful in identifying the strengths and 
weaknesses of the ISR as a decision support system. The test results have been briefed to all 
levels of the Army leadership, to include the CSA. General Sullivan was enthusiastic about the 
potential of the ISR as a Commander's tool to assist infrastructure related decisions made at all 
levels of the Army. He approved a plan to retest Part I in Feb-Apr 94 at the original test sites, 
along with some additional installations, to validate the system improvements made smce the 
first test. Part E - Environment will also be tested during this time frame at these same 
installations. 

The test installations validated the ISR in meeting its design objectives for their use  MACOM 
response to the ISR was mixed. Generally the MACOMs supported testing the ISR further to 
validate the cost factors and C-Rating algorithms prior to using data in the budgeting process. 
They support further testing also to validate improved faculty standards and to identify efficient 
uses of the data at MACOM and DA level. 

This report presents summaries of much of the ISR test data. This test data should not be used 
in decision making and presentations of it in this report are clearly marked as  For Test 
Purposes Only". Cost factors, C-Rating algorithms, facility requirements and assets data, and 
faculty standards from which this data was generated are all being refined to improve the overall 
ISR system  Test results support that this data will be very useful to decision makers however 
the accuracy of the test data is questionable until system enhancements are completed. 

Each of the major ISR issues raised by the test installations and MACOMs has been addressed 
through system enhancements: 

1 C-Rating algorithms proved too stringent and, in some cases, did not present an 
accurate picture of infrastructure conditions. These algorithms need to identify the true problem 
areas as C-4 and the areas not needing attention as C-l. The constraints in these algorithms have 
been relaxed to present a more accurate assessment. There will be no weighting of infrastructure 
C-Ratings in the ISR. Data needs to be forwarded to MACOMs and DA in a pure stete so 
decisions are made with installations on a "level playing field". Any weighting of ISR data can 
be done in follow-on decision support systems, such as the ACSIM s developmg Decision 
Architecture, to assist in resource and policy decisions related to infrastructure. 

2 Facility requirements and allowances generated by the HQRPLANS system and the 
installation real property inventories (RPI) contained in the HQIFS system which are used to 
San instaUation^ISR database, are not 100% accurate,  m me next ISR test, instaUaüons 
will be able to direct edit their ISR database to correct problems. Long term, the ACSIM is 
instituting a streamlined process called FARA (Faculties Allowance & Analysis System) to 
enable installations to validate, and MACOMs to approve the aUowances generated by 
HQRPLANS. Future ISR iterations will also use an installation s most current RPI database as 
the ISR asset database of record. 

3 Many of the facility standards focused too much on "cosmetics" and not 
functionality. AMC installations highlighted this problem particularly in the production and 
maintenance faculty standards. All comments received from the field were provided to the 
functional proponents on the HQDA staff who developed the standards and theyhave 
incorporated needed changes. Standards refinement focused on assessing both tte faculty 
3Show well the building fulfills the function for which it is used. The expanded test 

ill 
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in Feb - Apr 94 will allow the original test installations to validate this critical component of the 
ISR system. 

4  The test required significant effort on the part of some installation staff personnel. 
The burdeJcante Sibuted Sbe short test window given to !^^£VStJSS^ 
TSR svstem and the learning curve involved in this new way of domg business, several sorrwarc 
enLycem"ntTl geared towards reducing staff effort  A ^^^^S^ * 
future for installations to use in training facility inspectors. The ACSIM is ^"S *^rnpnt« 
sü-eSüineand/or eliminate current reporting systems, such as üie Unc*P*^*ÄS 
SSwtrtJWU the Tri-Annual Inspection requirement and the Installation Commanders Annual 
Krope^bSo^urvey (ICARPUS), in order to reduce installation staff workload m 
other areas. 

5. The manual cost reports required in the test ISR were di^tof^gm test and 
separate software package is being developed to automate these reports for the next ISR test and 
implementing instructions will better explain report requirements. 

6 Some critical facilities, particularly several training ranges, were left off the list of 

be evaluated in future ISRs. 

7 Some installations are concerned about a lack of facilities to support «0°^«™ 
and depioy^nSoS, thereby degrading their ability to act as power I^^P**™' ana aepiujuicm , j-    ,"^ji^g- previously used to handle personnel surges 

test 
The installations that prepared the most detailed reports, and apparently got the most cooperation 

also critical team members in ISR execution. 

Wh™ refined with the system enhancements described in this report, Part I -Infrastructure will 

feedback directly from some test installation Commanders after this expanded test 

IV 



1.     Installation Status Report (ISR) Test Background 
Information 

Part I - Infrastructure of the ISR was field tested from 19 July - 31 August 1993. The following 
MACOMs & Installations participated in the test: 

FORSCOM 

Ft. Hood 
Ft. Carson 
Ft. Riley 
Ft. Campbell 

TRADOC 

Ft. Benning 
Ft. Knox 
Ft. Gordon 

AMC MDW 

Aberdeen Proving Grounds    Ft. Belvoir 
Redstone Arsenal 
Anniston Army Depot 

Prior to the field test, the ISR development team (OASA(FM), ORCEN, OACSIM, CEAC 
CPW and R & K Engineering) conducted centralized training sessions for each of the test 
MACOMs and installations. The installation personnel who attended the training sessions 
became the ISR points of contact (POCs) at their respective installations. Training consisted of a 
5 hour block of instruction covering the details of the ISR system to include hands-on training 
with the system software. These sessions built the foundation for an effective working 
relationship between the test installation POCs and the ISR development team that has continued 
to date. 

At the conclusion of the training sessions, the test installations were issued six copies of the ISR 
package. This package consisted of: 

- An Installation Commander's Guide to the ISR (Test Concept & Objectives); 
- A Field Test Evaluation Survey; 
- ISR Implementing Instructions (Draft Army Regulation); 
- Facility Inspection Worksheets; 
- Facility Standards Booklets; 
- Automation package which included: 

* Program disks for the ISR main and the ISRS satellite programs; 
* Disks with installation-specific real property inventory data, current as of 
March 1993, downloaded from the Headquarters Integrated Facilities 
System (HQIFS). These disks also contained installation-specific facility 
requirements/allowances downloaded from the Headquarters Real 
Property and Planning Analysis System (HQRPLANS). 
* List of facilities to be inspected by each installation; 
* Gummed labels with facility identification information for use on inspection 
worksheets; 
* Software User's Manual. 

During the field test period, OASA(FM) produced a weekly newsletter of issues that had been 
surfaced by the various test sites. These weekly newsletters, which were faxed on Fridays to 
each test installation POC, provided an excellent forum for sharing of ideas, concerns and 
problem solutions. This process surfaced some of the major issues requiring attention along with 
some initial problem solution methods. One lesson learned is that any HQDA or MACOM 
agency that conducts field tests of similar initiatives would benefit from using this type of 
newsletter process. 



The ISR development team conducted after action reviews (AARs) at each test site to<£**& 
how the installation task organized to accomplish the mission, the major problems e^oumered 
aTthe positive aspects of me ISR. The format for the AARs was a round ^J^^0^ 
the kev ISR players followed by a session with the installation commander, chief of start and/or 
me gSrison ?orLander. These sessions provided valuable information on the major issues 
needing attention along with suggested direction for solutions. 

The test window proved too short for the majority of the installations to conduct a thorough 
££Si and analysis of the ISR. Installations need adequate time, minimum of 90 
totoSSwJtor and execute a mission of this nature. Installations spent a lot of time 
fSly sSg ISR information, preparing worksheets and ^^^f'0^^ 
and training/coordinating with inspectors. Due to the short test time frame «"***»£^ 
onlv insoected selected facilities, choosing them using a random sampling plan. Limited time 
ffiSä^ taÄshing submission*^ quality control ?^^ ^^^a^S 
woSe^   In future tests of initiatives of this scope, test sites should be Pf^^f * 
wSng orders a minimum of 90 days prior to start date and the test window should be 60 
days long. 

The ISR field test was successful in identifying the strengths, weaknesses and needed system 
improvements to make the ISR an effective decision support system. Significant effto by A* 
iSItion POCs, MACOM POCs and the ISR development team has improved the ISR as a 
tool for infrastructure management. 



2.     Test Objectives Evaluation 

The primaiy objective of the field test was to validate the ISR prototype as an effective tool for 

IäM^ä^* of ^ISR focused on --»"^-trjÄe 
ISR OBJECTIVES (Installations) ~ 

Provide the installation commander a decision support system that: 

1. assesses installation conditions 
2. uses HQDA established Army-wide standards 
3. articulates installation needs 
4. estimates installation requirements for sustainment/renewal resources 
5. assists in prioritizing projects ~  
6. assists in allocation of resources 
7. measures progress 

ISR OBJECTIVES (MACOM AND HQDA) 

1. Provide a current status to MACOMs and HQDA of the conditions of Armv 
installations. 3 

2. Provide indicators to MACOMs and HQDA that: 
a. represent Army-wide facility conditions and trends; 
b. identify areas which degrade installation conditions'- 

3. 

identify the shortfalls on installations between existing and required facilities- 

S2 SSSS bCtWeen ** aCtUal COnditiOD °f faCÜities on installations and 

A«iS^?Sirh&t0TS* ^ TpaCt faCÜity requi™ents and conditions. Assist HQDA, MACOMs and installation commanders in allocating resources and 
prioritizing programs to upgrade installation conditions 

nr .n ^t
ASS-St M^™5 and H(3?A with information for determining changes in Army policy or in determining needs for new policies. y Pollcy 

5.   Assist HQDA with information for use with Total Armv Basin? Studv CTARSV RO» 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC); Counter Stationing and Fa^StS dedsionl)      }' 

CUSTOMER SURVEY 

One method used for evaluating how well the ISR met its design objectives was a feedback 
survey Each test installation and MACOM was asked to complete a "customer* feedback 
survey designed based on TotaJ Quality Management (TQM) concepts. The remainder of üüs 
chapter will present survey results and conclusions. OI uus 



2.1    Installation Objectives Survey Analysis 

This feedback survey evaluated objectives 1 and 2 through a series of questions, while one 
question assessed each of objectives 3 through 7. The installations also provided feedback on 
other facets of the ISR system. The answer format for each of the survey questions was: 

1 

Strongly 
disagree 

disagree no 
opinion 

agree strongly 
agree 

not 
applicable 

The survey requested explanations of any strongly disagree or disagree responses, along with 
suggestions for improvement. Since the sample population is small (11 survey results), the raw 
data of response frequency gives the best picture of how well the ISR met its objectives. 

OBJECTIVE #1 - ISR Assesses Installation Conditions. 

The installations responded to ten questions in evaluating this objective. The questions assessed 
whether the ISR captures installation infrastructure correctly in the current delineation of areas, 
categories and sub-categories. This graph depicts the responses from all installations to the ten 
questions: 

The horizontal axis shows 
the response categories: Strongly 
Disagree, Disagree, No Opinion, 
Agree, Strongly Agree, Not 
Applicable. The vertical axis 
depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 10 
questions each assessing this 
objective). 

70-r 

> 60" 
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1 

Strongly Disagree  No    Agree  Strongly   N/A 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

The survey responses support the conclusion that the ISR does assess installation 
conditions. 



OBJECTIVE #2 - ISR Establishes Army Wide Standards. 

The installations responded to twenty-three questions in evaluating this objective. The questions 
assessed whether the standards used in each infrastructure category are reasonably simple to use, 
yet valid. This graph depicts the responses to all twenty-three questions: 

The horizontal axis shows 
the response categories: Strongly 
Disagree, Disagree, No Opinion, 
Agree, Strongly Agree, Not 
Applicable. The vertical axis 
depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 23 
questions each assessing this 
objective). 

Strongly Disagree   No     Agree   Strongly   N/A 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

These responses strongly support the conclusion that the ISR standards are relatively 
simple to use, yet valid. Specific concerns regarding the standards have been incorporated into 
the revised facility standards. (See chapter 6.3 Facility Standards Improvement). 

OBJECTIVE #3 - ISR Articulates Installation Needs. 

The installations responded to one question in evaluating this objective. The question assessed 
if, overall, the ISR is an effective means for describing the needed improvements to the 
infrastructure on an installation. This graph depicts the responses to the question: 

The horizontal axis shows the 
response categories: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, No Opinion, Agree, Strongly 
Agree, Not Applicable. The vertical 
axis depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 1 question 
assessing this objective). 

Strongly Disagree   No    Agree   Strongly 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

N/A 

The majority of the test installations (7 of 11) support that the ISR is an effective means for 
describing the needed improvements to the infrastructure on an installation. 



OBJECTIVE #4 - ISR Estimates Resources. 

The installations responded to one question which assessed if the ISR could effectively (although 
not precisely) articulate resource requirements to correct infrastructure shortcomings. This graph 
depicts the responses to the question: 

The horizontal axis shows the 
response categories: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, No Opinion, Agree, Strongly 
Agree, Not Applicable. The vertical axis 
depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 1 question 
assessing this objective). 

Strongly Disagree    No     Agree  Strongly    N/A 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

The majority of the test installations (7 of 11) support that the ISR could effectively 
(although not precisely) articulate resource requirements to correct infrastructure 
shortcomings. 

OBJECTIVE #5- ISR Assists in Prioritizing Projects. 

One question assessed if the ISR could assist in prioritizing projects and/or programs at the 
installation level. This graph depicts the responses: 

The horizontal axis shows the 
response categories: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, No Opinion, Agree, Strongly 
Agree, Not Applicable. The vertical 
axis depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 1 question 
assessing this objective). 

OBJECTIVE 5 

;::    ■     ■ 
1 

Strongly   Disagree    No       Agree    Strongly   N/A 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

The installations provided mixed feedback on this objective. Six agreed the ISR could assist in 
prioritizing programs and projects while 4 disagreed.   Some installations felt the ISR could 
assist in the Master Planning Process. Future decision support uses of the ISR should 
demonstrate its utility in prioritizing programs and projects. 



OBJECTIVE #6- ISR Assists in Allocating Resources. 

The installations responded to one question which assessed if the ISR could assist in allocating 
resources at the installation level. This graph depicts the responses to the question: 

The horizontal axis shows the 
response categories: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, No Opinion, Agree, Strongly 
Agree, Not Applicable. The vertical axis 
depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 1 question 
assessing this objective). 

Strongly Disagree  No      Agree Strongly 
Opinion Agree 

N/A 

The installations supported the ISR in meeting this objective. Seven agreed the ISR could assist 
in allocating resources while 3 disagreed.  The ISR can give Commanders a picture of where 
their true infrastructure problems are and, thus, lead to resource decisions to correct these 
shortcomings. 

OBJECTIVE #7 
Improvements 

ISR Measures Progress Towards Infrastructure 

One question assessed if the ISR provides a measure for evaluating infrastructure improvement. 
This part of the ISR system was not exercised during the test because it measures how 
installations use resources allocated to them based on previous ISRs. The survey results are, 
therefore, not based on actual use of these reports. This graph depicts the responses: 

The horizontal axis shows the 
response categories: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, No Opinion, Agree, Strongly 
Agree, Not Applicable. The vertical axis 
depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 1 question 
assessing this objective). 

Strongly Disagree No      Agree Strongly   N/A 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

Seven of the installations believed the ISR method for measuring progress will be adequate. 

■af 



C-RATING ALGORITHM EVALUATION 

C-Rating algorithms are a critical area of the ISR system. The installations were asked one 
question assessing whether the algorithms for combining quantity and quality into C-Ratings are 
appropriate. This graph depicts the responses: 

The horizontal axis shows the response 
categories: Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree, No Opinion, Agree, Strongly 
Agree, Not Applicable. The vertical 
axis depicts the total number of survey 
responses (11 surveys with 1 question 
assessing this objective). 

OTHER KEY QUESTIONS (#4) 

5T 
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Strongly Disagree  No 
Disagree Opinion 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

N/A 

The installation response was mixed. Six supported the current algorithms while 5 installations 
believed they need improvement. Based on this feedback, the C-Rating algorithms are being 
adjusted prior to the next test of the ISR. Detailed discussion of the C-Rating algorithms is 
contained in Chapter 3. 

SOFTWARE EVALUATION 

One survey question asked the installations to assess the user-friendliness of the ISR system. 
This question basically evaluated the ISR software package. This graph depicts the responses: 

The horizontal axis shows the response 
categories: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, 
No Opinion, Agree, Strongly Agree, Not 
Applicable. The vertical axis depicts the 
total number of survey responses (11 
surveys with 1 question assessing this 
objective). 

OTHER KEY QUESTIONS 
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Strongly Disagree  No       Agree  Strongly   N/A 
Disagree Opinion Agree 

The survey results show the ISR software package is user friendly. Test installations provided 
some specific suggestions for further improvement that are being incorporated into the next 
version of the software. 

8 



The overall installation survey feedback validates the current ISR in meeting the project 
objectives. These results confirmed some of concerns, and reinforced the positive aspects 
about the current system F 

2.2 MACOM Objectives Survey Analysis 

Each of the four test MACOMs was asked to complete* feedback survey designed to assess if 
the ISR met its design objectives. Three of the MACOMs competed the survey; one provided a 
memorandum detailing the MACOM's assessment of the ISR in each of the objectives   This 
section provides the feedback results, incorporating both the returned surveys and the detailed 
memorandum feedback. 

Objective #1: ISR Provides current status of installation conditions to 
MACOMs and HQDA. 

Two survey questions assessed this objective. One MACOM believed the ISR met this objective 
while 3 did not. The main MACOM concerns raised in the surveys under this objective were: 

,   ... . a- J^ faciUty standards focused too much on "cosmetics" rather than functionality of 
facilities, hence the ISR did not provide an accurate picture of installation conditions. 

.u    *   ?' ^ C°it flgures Senerated by the KR need to be audited prior to determining whether 
they truly reflect the costs to improve installation conditions. 

c. The ISR use of RPLANS generated requirements led to some inaccurate C-Ratines 
because the installations have not validated these facility requirements. Hence, the generated C- 
ratmgs do not necessarily present an accurate picture of installation conditions. 

d. AMC believes that production facilities need to carry more weight in the C-Ratin° 
calculations in order to produce an accurate picture of their installation conditions. ° 

Objective #2a: ISR provides indicators that represent Army wide 
conditions and trends. 

Two questions assessed whether the seven ISR infrastructure areas capture the correct facilities 
for measuring installation infrastructure conditions. Three MACOMs believed the ISR met this 
objective while one MACOM disagreed. The concern in this objective was the facility standards 
pe ISR will better meet this objective in the future as standards are now refined to incorporate 
faculty functionality. r 



Objective #2b: ISR identifies areas which degrade installation 
conditions. 

The survey asked eight questions under this objective to evaluate if the ISR measured the correct 
infrastructure categories under each area to assess installation conditions. The survey results 
supported that the ISR met this objective, however the MACOMs did raise some concerns: 

a. Airfield and Port facilities need more detailed inspections. 

b. Utility Systems need to be further broken out in order to give a more accurate facility 
assessment. 

c. The Reserve and National Guard Areas need further definition. 

Objective #2c: ISR identifies the shortfall between existing and 
required facilities. 

One survey question assessed if the ISR met this objective. The MACOM response was split - 2 
agreed the ISR meets this objective while 2 disagreed.  The main MACOM concerns were: 

a  The facility requirements generated by the RPLANs database do not necessary reflect 
true installation needs. In particular, AMC believes the RPLANS database does not properly 
address the uniqueness of their installations. Hence, the shortfalls identified are not accurate in 
some cases. 

b. The shortfalls identified by the ISR are only as accurate as the installation's real 
property inventory database. Many RPI databases needed updating at the time of the test. 

c. Some key facilities were not included in the ISR evaluation due to a database 
configuration problem. Without evaluating these facilities, the ISR does not identify some 
critical facility shortfalls. This error was partially corrected during the test and has been fully 
corrected in the refined ISR. 

Objective #2d: ISR identifies differences between conditions and Army 
wide standards. 

This objective evaluates the quality of the facility standards. The survey asked twenty-three 
questions assessing if the facility standards in each category are reasonably simple to use, yet 
valid  The survey results are hard to evaluate in this objective because one MACOM provided 
just a blanket disagreement statement instead of providing assessments of the standards in each 
of the 23 categories. Overall, the MACOM response was basically mixed - 2 agreeing the ISR 
met this objective while 2 disagreed. The main concerns were: 

a. Standards need to better address facility functionality. 

b. Port facility and Utility Systems standards need more detail. Kitchens should be a 
critical item in the Housing standards. 

c  Training range standards do not assess missile ranges or proving grounds. Production 
and maintenance facility standards are not adequate and ammunition storage igloo standards need 
work. 

10 



Objective #2e: ISR can be used to identify mitigating factors 
(environment, health, safety, preservation) that 
impact infrastructure conditions. 

One survey question assessed this objective. The MACOM response was split - 2 agreed while 2 
disagreed. There is a section on each inspection worksheet allowing facility inspectors to 
identify any E,H,S,P concerns. During the test this section was seldom used. We will improve 
the implementing instructions in this area and environmental concerns should be captured in Part 
II - Environment of the ISR. 

Objective #3:  ISR assists HQDA, MACOMs and installation 
commanders in allocating resources and prioritizing 
programs to upgrade installation conditions. 

The MACOMs supported that the ISR could assist commanders in prioritizing programs, 
however 2 MACOMs believed the ISR needs improvement before it can be used in allocating 
resources. The concern raised regarding resource allocation was that the cost factors and C- 
rating algorithms used in generating the sustainment and improvement cost estimates need to be 
validated. Most MACOMs want the cost factors validated before any ISR generated estimates 
are used in the budgeting process. 

Objective #4:  Provides MACOMs and HQDA with information useful 
in setting policy. 

This objective was assessed with one survey question. The MACOMs agreed that the ISR does 
provide information that can be used in policy setting. 

Objective #5:  Provides information for use with Total Army Basing 
Study (TABS); BRAC; Army Strategic Mobility 
Planning and other management or policy decisions. 

The MACOMs were split in their responses to the one survey question under this objective. Two 
MACOMs strongly believed the ISR needs refinement before it is used by these other planning 
systems. 

2.3 Conclusions from Survey Results 

Overall, the installation survey results validate the ISR in meeting the project design objectives. 
The MACOMs indicated they have several concerns about the test ISR system. Both the 
installation and MACOM survey responses reinforce the concerns raised during test after action 
reviews. These concerns, along with the system enhancements to address these concerns, are 
detailed in Chapter 6. 
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3.     C-Rating System Evaluation 
The C-Rating algorithms are a critical component of the ISR system. These algc»rithmsJead to 
th^nfrastructure sub-category, category, area and installation ratings generated by the ISR 
»Ä^^S^i^diiecüy tapact the sustainment and improvement costs generated 
hv the^vstem  The sustainment costs reflect an estimated cost to maintain infrastructure 
^tiSTüie cSScSating. The estimated renovation costs project the cost to improve 
the quS of cu^enTfacüities to°a C-l condition. The software also provides estimated new 
ronZtion costs to fulfill the facility quantity shortfalls needed to bring infrastructure 
coSonsTo a C 1siT Many components of the ISR system rely on the C-Rating algonthms. 

3.1 Test C-Rating Process 
Early in the concept development process, the C-Rating definitions were set as follows: 

C-level definitions 

C-level: C-l 
DEFINITION: All required facilities available 

Meets unit/activity needs and Army standards 
No functional deficiencies 
Infrastructure fully supports and enhances mission performance 
No significant environmental, health, safety, or preservation (EHSP) issues 

C-level: C-2 
DEFINITION: Most required facilities available 

Meets unit/activity needs and partially meets Army standards 
Minor functional deficiencies 
Infrastructure supports majority of assigned missions 
Minor environmental, health, safety, or preservation (EHSP) issues 

C-level: C-3 
DEFINITION: Most required facilities available 

Meets majority of unit/activity needs, however, does not meet Army standards 
Minor functional deficiencies 
Impairs mission performance ,_„.YW ■ 
Minor environmental, health, safety, or preservation (EHSP) issues 

C-level: C-4 
DEFINITION: More facilities required 

Does not meet unit/activity needs or Army standards 
Major functional deficiencies 
Significantly impairs mission performance _„cm 
Major environmental, health, safety, or preservation (EHSP) issues 

C-level: C-5 . 
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The test C-Rating algorithms follow from these definitions and are rather stringent. The process 
used during the test is summarized by the flowchart diagrammed below: 

Facility Category Group (FCG) Level: 

C-Rating for Quality 
(% of Facilities within the FCG) 

C-Rating for Quantity 
(% of Facility Requirement Satisfied) 

C-l • % of Facilities GREEN = 100% 
C-2 • % of Facilities GREEN+AMBER = 100% 
C-3 % of Facilities GREEN+AMBER > 50% 
C-4 % of Facilities RED > 50% 

C-l : 100% or greater 
C-2 : 85% to 99% 
C-3 : 70% to 84% 
C-4 : Less than 70% 

I Sub-Category Level: 
I 

C-Rating for Quality 

Simple Average of the FCG C-Ratings 
Comprising the Sub-Category 

C-Rating for Quantify 

Simple Average of the FCG C-Ratings 
Comprising the Sub-Category 

\ / 
Overall Sub-Category C-Rating is the LOWER 

of the Quality & Quantity C-Ratings 

I 
Category Level 

Simple Average of the Sub-Category 
C-Ratings Comprising the Category 

I 
Area Level 

Simple Average of the Category 
C-Ratings Comprising the Area 

I 
Installation Level 

Simple Average of the Area C-Ratings 
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These algorithms led to many C-2 and C-3 ratings at the Area and Installation Level due mainly 
to the simple averaging process. 

Presently, we have no plan for using weighted averages in the C-Rating process. Since there are 
varied missions across MACOMs, the importance of individual infrastructure areas differs 
between installations. The ISR data can be most useful if the C-ratings are not weighted since it 
allows decision makers to look across installations knowing the C-Ratings were determined 
using the same Army-wide facility standards and algorithm process. MACOMs and HQDA may 
want to weight infrastructure ratings when using ISR data with further decision support systems. 
At HQDA level, the ACSM's developing Decision Architecture System may weight future ISR 
data in modeling infrastructure resource decisions. 

3.2 Quality C-Rating Algorithms 
At the FCG level (the lowest level of C-Ratings generated) the test reported Quality ratings were 
spread across all 4 ratings. Using test data from 8 of 11 installations, the spread of FCG Quality 
ratings from C-l through C-4 were: 

C-l = 20%, C-2 = 39%, C-3 = 22% , C-4 = 19% 

This chart represents 677 reported FCGs. The high number of C-2 ratings is due to the many 
FCGs reported as having 100% of the facilities in Amber condition. The concern with the 
current Quality C-Rating standards is the lack of any tolerance for red facilities in the C-l or C-2 
ratings. The highest Quality rating an FCG with red faculties can attain is C-3  For example, an 
FCG with 100 faculties would be C-3 if 99 facilities are in Green condition while 1 is Red. 

Conceptually, the C-Ratings algorithms should identify where the installation's true problems are 
(C-4) and what facility conditions do not need immediate attention (C-l). The current C-4 
standard of more than 50% of facilities within the FCG in Red condition does identify true 
SS^pSton areas. However, the C-l and C-2 standards are toostnngent. We have.adjusted 
me Quality C-Rating algorithm to allow for some Red tolerance in C-l and C-2. Ideally, the C- 
Ratmgs should be blsed on a dual constraint concept of a minimum Green and maximum Red 
standard  Software limitations currently preclude this so the new standards for FCG Quality 
C-Ratings are: ^ % ^ ^^ facilities wimin ±e. FCG > 90% 

C-2- % of Green + Amber facilities w/in the FCG > 90% 
C-3: % of Green + Amber facilities w/in the FCG > 50% 
C-4: % of Red facilities w/in the FCG > 50% 
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Applying this algorithm to the test reported FCG data, the quality ratings would be: 

C-l = 22%, C-2 = 41%, C-3 = 18%, C-4 = 19%. 

The percentage of C-l and C-2 ratings increases slightly, while the C-3 ratings drop due to the 
to erance for some Red condition faculties at the higher ratings. Note that the number of C-2 

aSr ThTs^no^11 f Teral FCGS "5 "&* " haVÜ1g 100% Amber JondLn 
w!l v " JnZ.     I-° ,appear ,t0 Change raün§s significantly, however these algorithms should 
better highlight true facility quality problems and strengths. 

3.3 Quantity C-Rating Algorithms 

The accuracy of the test generated FCG quantity C-ratings is questionable since they rely on the 

Sä^S2^£ ""installation,s L p?operty inventory d-L-"ho 
generated ^SQ^L^W^I **" ** ^^ ** ^ ^^ ' »**««°* 

Crtft,     
b- The reaI P«?perty inventory data in the HQIFS system, which was loaded in the ISR 

software, was somewhat inaccurate for most of the test installations. 
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We performed the same analysis on the reported FCG quantity C-Ratings as discussed above in 
the quality C-Rating section. The reported quantity C-Ratings were grouped at both ends of the 
rating scale: 

C-l = 51%, C-2 = 8%, C-3 = 8%, C-4 = 33%. 

These ratings are based on the percent of facility allowance (determined by HQRPLANS) 
satisfied by on-hand assets (recorded in the HQIFS database from an installation's real property 
inventory). In over half the FCGs reported, installations had more facilities than their allowance 
while 1/3 of the FCGs had less than 70%. This data highlights the inaccuracies in both the 
HQIFS and HQRPLANS databases. 

Applying the same conceptual thought process from the quality algorithms that a C-4 should 
indicate real problems while a C-l should indicate areas not needing attention, we need to add 
slack to the current standards. The new FCG quantity C-Rating algorithms are: 

C-l: % Allowance Satisfied w/in the FCG > 95% 
C-2: 95% > % Allowance Satisfied w/in the FCG > 80% 
C-3: 80% > % Allowance Satisfied w/in the FCG > 60% 
C-4: % Allowance Satisfied w/in the FCG < 60% 

Using these algorithms on the test FCG data from 8 of 11 installations, the spread of ratings is: 

C-l =54%, C-2 = »%, C-3 = 8%, C-4 = 29% 
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The spread of C-Ratings does not change much due to the database problems so the impact of 
these new algorithms is hard to judge. However, these algorithms should better highlight the 
facility quantity problems on an installation, both in terms of excess and shortage of facilities. 

4. ISR Data Analysis 

Data produced by the Installation Status Report (ISR) test has been analyzed to determine what 
facility status indicators are apparent, and how this type of information can be used by DA and 
MACOM decision makers. Care should be taken not to attribute too much significance to 
potential facility problem areas, as ISR facility standards and facility requirements are still 
being refined. 

4.1 Installation and Area C-Rating Summary 

Appendix B is a summary report of Area and Installation C-Ratings for the 11 test sites. Note 
that of the 77 Area ratings (7 Areas at 11 installations), Commanders upgraded 16 of the 
calculated ratings. The Area ratings result from averaging C-Ratings at three subordinate levels 
of facilities, and therefore tend to produce primarily C-2 and C-3 ratings with a few C4's. 

4.2 Sub-Category C-Rating Summary 

Appendix C is a summary report of Sub-Category C-Ratings for the test installations. These 
Sub-Category ratings are the result of averaging only one subordinate level of facilities, and 
therefore tend to produce a wider spread of C-Ratings (several C-Is and C-4s). These C-Ratings 
are useful in identifying potential infrastructure problem areas. Some potential problem areas 
highlighted by test data are: 

General Purpose Instruction Facilities where there are 6 C-4s. 

Applied Instruction Facilities where there are 7 C-4s. 

Barracks where there are 6 C-4s. 

Child Development Centers where there are all C-4s. 

4.3 General Purpose Instruction Facilities Sub-Category 
Appendix D is a summary report of General Purpose Instruction Facilities. This shows that of 
the 6 C-4s reported, 4 were the result of the installation having much less than the required 
quantity of facilities, 1 was the result of the installation having facilities in poor condition, and 1 
was the result of the installation having much less than the required facilities and having those 
facilities on-hand in poor condition. 

4.4 Applied Instruction Facilities Sub-Category 

Appendix E is a summary report of Applied Instruction Facilities . This shows that of the 
7 C-4s reported, 6 were the result of the installation having much less than the required quantity 
of facilities, and 1 was the result of the installation having facilities in poor condition. 
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4.5 Barracks Sub-Category 

Appendix F is a summary report of Barracks. This shows that of the 6 4-Cs reported, only 1 was 
the result of the installation having much less than the required quantity of facilities, 
4 were the result of the installation having facilities in poor condition, and 1 was the result of the 
installation having much less than the required facilities and having those facilities on-hand in 
poor condition. This is an indicator of a real potential problem. 

4.6 Child Development Centers Sub-Category 

Appendix G is a Summary Report of Child Development Centers Facilities. This shows that of 
the 11 C-4s reported, all were the result of the installation having much less than the required 
quantity of these facilities. Some installation commanders indicated that the facilities 
requirements for Child Development Centers are too high and that these C-4s are not valid 
assessments of their installation's status. Facilities requirements in HQRPLANS are being 
adjusted to correctly reflect installation needs for the next phase of ISR fielding. 

5.     Cost Factor Analysis 
The ground rules used for cost factor development were to maintain simplicity, to ensure 
accuracy at the macro level, to avoid labor intensive methodology and to keep the budget level 
detailed cost estimates intact. The ISR methodology is not intended to replace the normal budget 
or POM processes. 

Three types of costs are estimated by the ISR: New Construction, Renovation and Sustainment. 
The test installations were required to submit a manually generated report called the Installation 
Sustainment and Capital Cost Report. This report provides the installation's estimated 
sustainment costs to maintain their current overall C-Rating over a 5 year period. The estimated 
renovation costs, spread over a 5 year period, to improve the quality of their current facilities in 
each infrastructure area to a C-l rating is listed under the RPMA portion of this report. The 
estimated new construction costs, spread over a 5 year period and the outyears, to fulfill facility 
quantity shortfalls in each area are listed under the MILCON section of the report. 
The Installation Sustainment and Capital Costs Report for 9 of the test installations are provided 
in Appendix H. 

5.1 New Construction Factors 
New construction costs (LUCF) for each FCG were estimated using Corps of Engineer new 
construction rates (UCF). The UCFs were analyzed and validated by USACEAC prior to use. 
These were expanded to tailor the costs for inflation (INF), technology (TAF), reliability of data 
(CDRF), construction contingency (CONTF), supervision and administration (S&AF) and 
support facilities (SFF). A $10 per unit measure factor was added for site preparation and 
demolition for those factors that had a unit of measure (UM) in square feet. The algorithm 
therefore looks like: 

LUCF - (UCF x INF x TAF x CDRF x CONTF x S&AF x SFF) + ($ 10 x UM) 
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5.2 Renovation Factors 
The renovation cost factors presented the greatest challenge. No data existed that tied the 
renovation costs to the ISR facility quality color codes (Red, Amber or Green). These factors 
were initially developed using cost and measurement data from the Engineer CAPCES data base 
to yield Amber and Red cost factors. After the costs were normalized into the same year dollars 
they were paired into upper and lower groups. Each group was then separated into FCGs and a 
sample mean was calculated for each. The costs were divided by the unit of measure to produce 
cost factors. These were the factors used in the test and they were accurate at the macro or 
Army-wide level. 

After the test, the cost factors calibrated by two different analytical groups using different sets of 
data. One group estimated the costs to raise each FCG from an Amber or Red condition to Green 
and adjusted the cost factors. The other group used a work order data base (different than the 
CAPCES data base) for calibration. The overall factors from each calibration technique were 
identical to the third significant figure. Future cost factors will be updated with actual work 
order data tied to the ISR inspection color coding. Moving averages can be used to smooth the 
cost factors and improve their accuracy. 

5.3 Sustainment Factors 
The sustainment cost factors for buildings were extracted from the Engineer Maintenance and 
Repair Planning Model (MRPM). They were validated for accuracy and used because they 
represented requirements or Should-Cost factors. Cost factors were calculated using the 
Engineer Red Book where other data was not available. These cost factors will be adjusted with 
actual expenditures in the future. 

5.4 Appropriation Breakout 
The test revealed that the field was having difficulty in breaking out the overall costs into 
appropriations. When the ISR is fielded, it will be possible to break out appropriations based on 
Unit Identification Codes (UIC). All three categories of costs will be identified to the proper 
appropriation.   Even renovation cost factors will be split between Real Property Maintenance 
Activity (RPMA) and Military Construction (MILCON). When the ISR moves into Phase m 
(Services), the appropriation split will be critical to the costing process. USACEAC is already 
working on ways to do this and beginning on the development of these cost factors. 

5.5 Conclusions / Concerns 
The above methodology provides the ISR a set of macro cost factors that are 

accurate at DA level. They can be used for planning and programming at the installation, 
MACOM and DA levels. The cost factors will mature as the ISR matures. They need to be 
updated annually to reflect the current status of the Army. They can eventually be used for 
programming and budgeting at installation and MACOM level in addition to HQDA level. New 
factors need to be developed when the ISR is implemented OCONUS. If the faculty standards 
change significantly, cost factors will need to be revalidated for the new condition standards. 
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6.    Major Test Issues 

Several major issues were identified during the field test. A major issue is a concern that 
aflSäTiSose at a majority of the test installations. This chapter outlines these issues and the 
ISR system improvements that are being made prior to further implementation. 

6.1 Facility Requirements and Real Property Inventory (RPI) 
Databases. 
ISSUE: Several of the facility allowances / requirements generated by Je HQRPLANS! system 
dfo not match installation needs. Also, the RPI asset data in HQIFS.usedto build the ISR 
software database was not 100% accurate for most of the test installations. 

ANALYSIS- During the test, several of the installations questioned the quantity C-Ratings 
bSuMderated by toe softwaVe. There were two problems affecting the inaccurate quantity 
^S^^Älations did not agree with some of the.facility requirements / dlowances 
mat make uo the denominator of the quantity C-Rating algorithm. Second, some of the real 
^^aSJSS^c algorithm numerator) in the ISR software was not accurate according to 

the test sites. 

The facüitv requirements / allowances in the ISR software are generated by generic algorithms in 
^e HORPLANsTv^em In some cases, installations said these requirements were too high 
SS^^t^cSati^at FCG and sub-category level to be artificially low. Since the 
SÄw^Äbat is carried forward is the lower of the quantity and quality ratings 
thesfartfidaUv tow ratings were rolled up to category and area level. However, looking at the 
S^SSft^SrftitenSrtallatioiis, 51% of the reported FCGs had over 100% of the facility 
titcSs8Ä on-hand assets.' This means that either the aUo=are tooTow in many 
cases or it is an indicator of excess facuities on installations. The bottom hne is there is a 
Select be?w?en what installations believe their faculty needs are and those reflected in 
HQRPLANS. 

During AARs at the test installations two trends regarding facility allowances emerged  One, 
mStio^taff personnel did not understand how facility requirements / allowanceswere 
Generated nor did they believe they had any input into how they were determined. Second, 
SSSa^d^n^ «och emphasis outstanding /vaulting these «J™«£ because 
thev did not believe many significant decisions were made using this data. 1 he lbK test 
SghTenS awarenesTabout Te importance of HQRPLANS. allowances and the need to validated 
these figures with installations. 

Several installations complained about the accuracy of the real property asset data that was in the 
IsTso^aT This data was downloaded from the HQIFS system which is updated quarterly 
base?oTirn?ut from installations. Apparently, this update process sometimes takes 6-9 months. 
^f^SmpaSfycontribatBd to this problem. First, the processing time from when an 1 wo tactors ap^enuy^ui r d t MACOM level then finally 

ZSSSZ fte HQIFI KtaÄÄ SeJond, many installations were behind in 
updating their real property inventory records. 

"AS of processing delay hurts the quality of «he HQIFS database. 
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Several installations stated during AARs they were behind in updating RPI records due to 
manpower constraints and lack of emphasis. Many of the test installations were making hard 
decisions about where to best use their dwindling manpower resources. Smce there was a belief 
at some installations that the data in HQIFS was not used to make significant decisions, the 
priority on updating records slipped. Also, one particular problem at many of the test sites was 
submitting paperwork to justify facility conversions / diversions. Several installations have 
changed the use of some excess facilities to make up for shortfalls in other facility -types. 
Apparently, the bureaucratic paperwork process for getting these facility transactions approved is 
lengthy, hence many conversions / diversions are not approved and reflected m RPI records until 
well after the actual facility change has been implemented. 

SOLUTION: In the short term, the solution is to allow installations to direct edit the databases 
that are given to them in the ISR software. Installations can edit the facility requirements / 
allowances that are fed into the software from HQRPLANS thereby providing the installations a 
capability to validate these requirements. Also, installations will be able to edit the assets data to 
make it more accurately reflect their current RPI records. However, this editing process wül not 
take the place of the current RPI update process. Edits to the ISR assets database will not be 
reflected in HQEFS until they are submitted through the current process. Changes to the faculty 
requirements / allowances will be evaluated by the ACSIM to determine how/if to update 
HQRPLANS. If an installation uses this edit capability, they need to coordinate any edits with 
their real property manager so updates can be forwarded to the MACOMs. 

In the future, when the installation needs to complete an ISR, they will download their most 
current RPI database directly into the ISR software. To improve the installation s ability to 
validate facility requirements / allowances, the ACSIM is introducing a streamlined validation 
process called the Faculties Allowance & Requirements Analysis (FARA) process.  This FARA 
process, which should be automated in the future, will allow MACOMs to quickly approve 
facility requirements and allowances changes submitted by installations. 

6.2 C-Rating Link to Mission 
ISSUE: In some cases, the current C-Ratings do not accurately link an installation's 
infrastructure status / priorities with mission. 

ANALYSIS: Some test installations believed a few of the calculated C-Ratings did not 
accurately reflect their true infrastructure conditions. Further, installations felt the current ISR 
C-Ratings did not highlight the infrastructure areas that are most critical to an mstallation s 
ability to perform its required missions. For example, training ranges are cnticalto TRADOC 
installations while production facilities are critical to many AMC installations. The current ISK 
does not allow installations to weight these critical infrastructure areas m determining C-Ratings. 

Several problems contribute to this issue. First, the ISR is designed to provide a macro picture of 
installation conditions to senior Army leadership, hence it attempts to capture information on the 
maior infrastructure components on all type Army installations. It is not designed to gather 
information on every facility at each installation so the needs of some may not receive enough 
visibility in the ISR. Second, inaccurate C-Ratings generated due to the RPLANS and RPI 
database problems led some commanders to question C-Ratings in certain iiifrastructure areas. 
Third the test facility standards did not emphasize functionality enough, particularly in the area 
of production and maintenance facilities, so some C-Ratings generated are not representative of 
the "mission capability" of the installation's infrastructure. 

Several solutions have been considered in addressing this issue. One approach is to develop 
separate ISR reports for each major MACOM emphasizing their priority infrastructure areas. 



The downside to this is the inability, at HQDA level, to put all installations on an "equal footing" 
when determining priority needs for infrastructure resources. Another approach is to let 
installations and/or MACOMs weight the infrastructure categories and areas to reflect their 
priority infrastructure needs. This poses the same problem with the ISR C-ratings not meaning 
the same thing as they are rolled up to higher headquarters. Also, a weighting method adds 
significant subjectivity to the ISR system, thereby again reducing its ability to put installations on 
the "same playing field" in terms of infrastructure assessment. Any weighting of ISR data should 
be done in follow -on decision support systems at MACOM and DA level. 

SOLUTION: The best solution is to have the ISR address the proper infrastructure categories 
and areas to reflect an installation's true condition status and priorities. Further, the facility 
standards need to be a measure of how well infrastructure meets the needs for which it is being 
used (the facility's "mission"). Finally, the ISR needs to allow the commander to highlight the 
installation's infrastructure priorities/needs in supporting its mission. 

The test survey feedback told us the ISR was measuring the correct infrastructure categories and 
areas, however the measurement method (facility standards) needs improvement. The facility 
standards are being refined to assess better the functional capabilities of specific infrastructure 
components. Commanders are now asked to identify the installation's priority infrastructure 
needs to support its mission in their cover letter submitted with the ISR. They will be asked to 
rank order the seven infrastructure areas in terms of importance to mission and priority for 
resources. This should allow commanders to give visibility to their most pressing infrastructure 
problems. 

6.3 Facility Standards Improvement 
ISSUE: Many of the facility standards focus too much on "cosmetics" rather than functionality 
of facilities. This is a concern particularly in the Production and Maintenance facility category. 

ANALYSIS: The facility Standards Booklets and Inspection Worksheets form the basis of the 
infrastructure quality evaluation of the ISR. As a result, they are an important element in 
determining the overall installation C-Rating. Standards booklets and inspection worksheets 
were developed in coordination with DA staff proponents for fifty categories of facilities. 

A review of the test comments on the standards booklets and inspection worksheets showed 
there was general agreement that the standards were adequate, although improvement could be 
made. Some expressed the position that the wording and pictures were too "cosmetic" and 
lacked functionality. Utility systems standards also elicited several comments. Appendix I 
provides a table that summarizes the standards comments by installation. 

While many of the comments and observations are valid and are being addressed, some represent 
personal preferences on document organization and deviations from the objective of keeping it 
a simple inspection format that can be conducted by the occupant of the facility. 

SOLUTION: On 24 September 1993, the ISR Project Working Group (PWG) was given the 
summary of standards comments, asked to review those in their areas of staff proponency and 
provide any recommended adjustments.  Following the PWG's recommendations for adding 
functionality, the standards are being adjusted as appropriate. Also there have been some 
recommended changes to which inspection items should be rated as critical and these are under 
review. These refined standards and inspection worksheets will be staffed with the original 
11 test installations and MACOMs during the next ISR test 
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The Losistics Evaluation Agency (LEA), proponent for the production and maintenance facility 
todSK worked with DESCOM in adding functionality to the these standards. This was a 
major concern for AMC installations. 

The recommended changes are being staffed and incorporated as appropriate. In order to reduce 
ESn that the standards wording is focused only on ^.«^^^^^ 
facility the bullets that emphasize the building component condition appear first These(bullets 
a?eordy meant as a guide to help describe the condition of the inspection item. They should not 
be used as a strict checklist in evaluating facility condition. 

There were many comments on utility systems. Some felt the utility systems in each individual 
LcilTty shouTd^e rated by an engineer. However, that would be very manpower intensive and 
nrtteintomii with the idea of having a simple rating system that can be formed by the 
mer of ^ffSv  The inspection worksheets for utility systems currently included in the ISR 
ie for the posf-wide systerns rather than the individual building utilities. The utility systems are 
tarotart: ™£t of the condition of the facility so a separate utility sheet will be added to the 
sSds booklet for a non-technical assessment. The post utility systems standards have also 
been updated. 

A "N/A" column has been added to the inspection worksheets. This will allow inspectors to 
LSelns^cTn itermnot present (and not needed) in the facility when completing the 
worksheet The "N/A" column will help clarify the inspection process. 

The oictures in the standards booklets elicited both positive and negative comments. The 
StSSÄcKS* the graphics was directed to rrinimize but not eliminate furniture and 
nZnSms fromTegraphics in order to give the inspector a typical view of an existing faculty. 
ASÄÄ53S3 to allow fofadjustmen^and incorporation of additional graphics 
into the standards booklets. 

A place for the Commander/Director's signature is being added to the bottom of each ^ctjon 
Ähee° for inspection accountability purposes. This was incorporated at the suggestion of test 
installations to permit leadership oversight of the inspection procedures. 
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6.4 Installation Workload 

ISSUE: The ISR requires significant effort at the installation level to implement. 

^^\^SS^!^^SS^ ^thC t6St Ü1StaIlati0nS Varied ^nificantly. Some 
approximately 200 hoZsBy^ef^Z^Pr/PaTmg ** £R wWle ^ers^ported        * 
staffs that are currently being^^wnTSd wi hn, f L ^ PUt •an add,e,d burden on ^tallation 
the staff organization Ld S^S^^^f"^ m ™rkload- The test revealed that 
actual facility inspection ^STlÄSrPtene? tfae.ISR was burde^ome, not the 
average of 15 minutes to 1 hour per fecMy *     PeCt,°n tfaes rep0rted Varied from «> 

Test feedback showed the ISR staff effort was tied up in these main areas- 
a. Organizing who needs to inspect which facilkies 

them dcS^^S^ inSPeCti°n WOrksheetS ^ ^^ bidets and distributing 
c. Coordinating and conducting training for facility insoectors- 

decentralizing the ISR supenSi iS*i™        t"?J
,mdow Prevented them from * 

installation and MATOS^^SS?^?? *!****««?/ responsibilities. Each 
requirements. ^ISR ehmmate other installation reporting 

S^Ä ^ of rnission planning time in sorting 
worksheets, and reproduciTWor£Sld S5' f^5 %Cllity labels to Section 
software package ^äB^SS^^^^hOQ^et8- To reduce tWs effort, the next 
identification iraormatio,^££d£^£^ÄriH,n^^Ttohete with facü^ 
reproduction effort. me torms- T^55 should reduce the form sorting and 

Ss £SSS ^äXäP re fa **—**■ ISR
- * 

iterations of the ISR should be fS^Sv^n^fTf    dOUXg buS?ess is'bowever successive 
the staff. Since this reportwiS SSfivb?» ™^ ^ütutional knowledge is retained by 
not yet identified), hJL^SS^}^^^SS^^ -porting cycle is

y 

cycle. Also, the majority of facility iiisrectore Sn nm?.M 1 C1S chanSed each report 
training will always be needed        mSpeCt0rs wlU Probably turn over each year so inspection 

lo^^s^owf^S^StoZ^ 5? ^Ppr°V
A
ed t0 refleCt **lessons Earned 

will be dedicated to suggBsS^^^^SJS?6 ISR" ,A section of ^ instructions 
training for the ISR haf ili^y kcSSSSSifSSf! mPlementation ^ps. Subsequent 

ÄtÄÄ^^^ 
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Installation's ISR POC, and a demonstration of the facility inspection process. This should 
reduce some of the installation staffs training and quality control burden. 

«i, vpral software enhancements are being made to make the ISR system more user friendly. 
^cSSSÄSriy in the Las of data entry and cost report preparation, should 

significantly reduce the ISR workload. 

Installations should have at least 90 days to plan for, and conduct, an ISR  With morejtime to 
p1i£e ISR reports, installations should strive to decentrahze|°me of Ae ^ntty 
£ notabilities bv using the ISR Satellite software program (ISRS). Further, mstauauons may 
;Ä?a£ some of the organizational and quality control responsibihties. 

Tie mannower data collected from the test installations has been provided to the Force 
SegmS? perso^el! US APIS A, on the HQDA staff for a manpower requirements study. 

Thp ArcTM k studvine the use of ISR data to eliminate or streamline the Unconstrained 
Trie ACS^/"J^nf Tw!7he Tri-Annual Inspection requirement and the Installation Requirements Report (UKK), me in Annual UB^UUU   M .    rlim»nriv the installation 

data being generated by the ISR. 

6.5 Cost Reports 

ISSUE: The manual cost reports required by the ISR are difficult to complete. 

SOLUTION- Automate the process and improve the user instructions. AsupptaiJ^ 

SfÄ&S.■££/ta*ÄSEta *at should ^reported «id, d* cost reports. 
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VflfV 

6.6 Facility Category Group Configuration 

ISSUE: Not all important facilities were included in the ISR evaluation process. 

ANALYSIS: In the initial ^«^^XS^X^S^SS^^ci 
included in the ISR analysis process several crmcal tacui«yWf ™ „oupe(i, along with many 
many firing ranges and two W"tSÄÄÄi2t tö captSre several" 

less important facilities. 

Weapon System Ranges.to the hs.of fact huesto ^^^^^„^^^5 bucket FCG 
will be so classifiedUn1 dae near to«£^££££Ä types are being rettuned. A 
MÄ.Ä Are ISR evaluations is provided m Append« ,. 

6.7 Mobilization Support Facilities 

ISSUE: The ISR does not provide visibility to installation infrastructure needs for supporting 
mobilization missions. 

ANALYSIS: *^^^!^2^ZgXS%&«£»Si 

Slowances solely to support ^^a«aJ^^Si^^^^ stationed °» 
barracks were kept available tc' ^f ^'»'^f %£$%%% SttTbe torn down, hence the 
an installation. In some MACOMs WDwoodfac£^^£s J authorized to replace 
S£ffiÄ^^ ^-^«^ -nomy sources ,0 support then 
"power projection platform roles. 

by the ACSIM. 

„♦* ft-om PPT ANS in the ISR database to reflect a greater 

b  Work with MACOMs using the ACSIMs FARA process mentioned in Chapter 2 to 
get allowances authorized for these facilities. 

c. Identify in the Commander's cover letter submitted with the ISR these faculty 

shortfalls. 
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7. Automation Enhancements 

A li >t of ISR software enhancements, not discussed elsewhere in this report, is as follows: 

a. The ISR database will automatically include any UICs which the installation had 
assumed to facilities in the RPI. 

b. The Facilities Not Yet Surveyed report will include the UIC assigned to each 

facility listed. 

qjü^rating (GRIE^VBER, RED) and the UIC if not already present. 

d A stand-along program will automatically print the correct inspection worksheet 
for each facility, with header information already preprinted. 

e.        Users will have the capability to generate and print reports at the ISR Satellite 

workstation. 

f The Facilities On-Hand/Requiremenujjeport f^«gt total 

rating calculations. 

g.        The software includes a DA/MACOM level program to facilitate the analysis and 
use of installation level ISR data. 
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8.     Lessons Learned on the ISR Process at Installation 
Level. 
The installations that prepared the most detailed reports, and apparently got the most cooperation 
from units and directorates, were those that organized a multi-functional team to execute the ISR. 
Generally, the installations that had the most difficulty in implementing the ISR were those that 
kept the report responsibility solely within the DEH/DPW realm. 

An effective approach used by some installations was putting overall responsibility for the ISR 
under the G-3 / Director of Plans & Training office. This enabled these installations to make 
facility users responsive and supportive in the inspection process. Also, these installations used 
Unit Status Report (USR) reporting channels to initially organize the ISR reporting channels. 
Other key members of a multi-functional ISR team need to be the real property manager and/or 
the master planner from the DEH/DPW, and someone from the Resource Management office 
who understands the appropriation sources used by the installation. 

In preparing to conduct an ISR, installations can use these task planning suggestions: 

a. Real property managers should update the assets inventory looking particularly at: 
- Facility conversions and diversions; 
- Multi-use facilities;and 
- UICs in the database. 

b. Carefully plan task organization at the installation level considering the comments 

c. Brainstorm the approach to use for facility inspections. The preferred approach is to 
use user / unit level inspections. Another approach is to use centralized inspection teams. Both 
approaches were used during the test with success. The user / unit level inspections are preferred 
because you get first hand knowledge about conditions from those using the facility everyday. 
Quality control of the process is more difficult with this approach. Centralized teams can be 
easier to organize and supervise, however the inspection process takes longer due to limited 
resources. 

d. Plan for training facility inspectors. The training video should help this process. 

e. Lay out a plan for who inspects which facility. 

f. Develop a plan for consolidating inspection data using the ISRS software or manual 

g. Plan for quality control of inspections. Some installations randomly audited 10% of 
the overall number of inspections using a DEH/DPW team. Most test installations had to 
manually inspect each facility worksheet for accuracy as they entered data into the ISR software. 

h. Determine how best to consolidate facility quality data at the main ISR computer 

i. Generate the initial ISR reports and do a "Sanity Check" of the C-Ratings. If some do 
not seem to make sense, there is probably a problem with either the facility allowances / 
requirements from RPLANS and/or the real property asset data in the ISR database. 

j. Have DRM, DPCA and DEH/DPW personnel jointly complete cost reports. 

k Provide information to the installation commander with recommendations for 
up/down grades of any area C-Ratings. Have the Commander rank order the 7 infrastructure 
areas in terms of priority for resources and importance to supporting missions. 
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9 ISR Uses (Reinventing Government) 

into the 21st century. , 

FnSSlation  The Installation Cornmander was frequently « told about ± 
hoSoS view of how these stovepipes ^toge^d whg me^po^ ^ ^ d 

SS-SäFäsSSssÄsasrÄS. 
discussed below 

9.1 InstaUation Level 

As a Commander's tool,the IS^SKtruSÄR^(«s?££* 
installation. Using terminology similar to toe unit aü   ^3 to ^ impact on the 
S it will enable the Commander ^^£3^^, positive feedback was 

InstaUation Commander to justify his needs. 
., ^ t« th^nnalitv of facilities which the Army seeKs 

b The use of standards provides a guide to the quality 
for its installations over the long term. •       hi h has 
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g. The ISR should provide continuity of effort in infrastructure improvement between 
Commanders. 

h. It will provide a ready source of installation information of interest to visitors. 

i. The ISR will support the Installation Long Range Plan or Strategy by providing a 
measure of progress toward goals/objectives. 

j. It will provide a form of performance measurement for installation management. 

9.2 MACOM Level 
a. The Installation ISRs will provide the MACOM with a comprehensive picture of the 

status of infrastructure on its installations against an Army-wide standard. 

b. The ISR will provide a validated analysis of installation facilities requirements. 

c. It will provide an overview of the priorities of its Installation Commanders and their 
concerns regarding the status of the installations. 

d The ISR will identify installation resource requirements using standard cost factors as a 
basis for the estimates. It will assist the MACOM prioritizing and allocating resources. 

e The ISR software will generate MACOM level reports which will provide installation 
quality and quainüy detail for all segments of the ISR, e.g. Area, Categories, Sub-categories, 
Facilities Category groups. 

f. The ISR information, and trends indicated therein, should assist MACOMs in 
changing or establishing policy. 

9.3 HQDA Level 
The ISR will provide a comprehensive overview of infrastructure which will assist Army 
leadership in decision making through the Infrastructure Decision Architecture. In this regard, it 
should improve the resource prioritization and allocation processes by providing a consistent and 
complete summary of Army infrastructure requirements. Specifically the ISR will: 

a. Provide a comprehensive picture of the condition of infrastructure on Army 
installations. 

b. It will provide a validated analysis of facilities requirements for Army installations. 

c. It will provide a complete and consistent cost estimate of the costs to sustain Army 
installations at current C-ratings. 

d. It will provide a complete and consistent cost estimate of the cost to improve the C- 
ratings of Army installations. 

e. It will identify the total Army resource shortfall as well as the impact the shortfall will 
have on Army Installation C-ratings. 

f. It will provide information for use in Total Army Basing Studies and stationing 
analyses. 
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10. Future ISR Implementation Plan and Time Line 
During October - November 1993, the results of the ISR test were briefed to thP P™™™ D A 

Committee, co-chaired by MG Howard, the Army BudgeDirect™d the^ZrS™ -?Udget 

chaired by General Peay,the Vice Chief of Staff rf"the Amv  AferThe Jh£r    C°TUttee' 
briefing was presented l General Sullivan fo to faÄÄ rfSc1^^ * deC1S1°n 

During the Select Committee briefing, General Peay supported the ISR but decided the svstrm 
needed to be tested again with the refinements discussed in this report  General Sullivan7 

supported testingthe ISR, Part I, again at more installations in Feb-Mar 94 w th ÄS of 
implementing CONUS wide in Jul-Aug 94. goal ot 

This expanded testing will be conducted at the original 11 test sites and an additional 11 
installations. Some specified objectives of this additional test are: dacuuonai 11 

a. Use the original test sites to validate the refinements made to the ISR system. 

b   Test the whole ISR process - from installation report preparation throueh MACOM 
aggregation and use of data, to use of information at HQDA S  MACOM 

c. Determine how to best aggregate ISR data for use at HQDA level. 

and HQiAEle^b"u
1r0

1rS^WhiCh C" * ^^ ^ **«*■** at •»* MA«™ 
e. Validate the utility of an overall installation infrastructure C-Rating. 

th, r* !' GS feedbfck ^^ from installation commanders on the ISR. Conduct an AAR for 
the CSA with some test installation commanders involved. ^^ 

Based on the outcome of the decision briefing process, the time line for the ISR follows: 

EVENT DATES 

Part I Expanded testing at CONUS installations Feb - ADr 94 
(Infrastructure)       Refinement based on expanded testing Apr - Mav 94 

Implementation at CONUS Installations M - Aue 94 
Implementation for USAR & OCONUS Apr - Jun 95 

Part II Environment Concept Staffing Oct - Nnv QT, 
(Environment)       Field Test S-Apr 94 

Implementation Jul. Au^ 94 

Part m Services Concept Development Apr 94 - Anr 95 
(Services) Testing at Selected Installations Apr 96 

Infrastructure Decision Architecture (*IDA) Jan 94 

* The IDA is a process by which the Army leadership can make nonincremental and 
comprehensive decisions on sustaining and improving the Army's facilities. 
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APPENDIX A - Distribution 

INSTALLATION STATUS REPORT EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE 

ORGANIZATION 

OASA(FM) 

ACSIM 

OASA (IL&E) 

OASA (M&RA) 

PAED 

DCSPER 

ODCSOPS 

ODCSLOG 

OASA(FM) 

ODISC4 

ACSIM 

CEAC 

ORCEN 

PRIMARY 

Dr. Robert Raynsford, (Co-Chair) 
Acting DASA Resource Analysis 

Ms. Jan Menig, Deputy ACSIM 

Mr. James DeWire, Deputy 
for Programs & Installations 

Mr. Tom Wilson 
Asst Deputy for Mil Pers Policy 

Dr. Jules Bellaschi 
Deputy Director, Program Analysis & Eval 

MG Wallace Arnold 
Asst Deputy DCSPER 

MG Steven Arnold, 
Asst Deputy CoS for Operations 

and Plans 

MG Robison, Asst 
Deputy CoS for Logistics 

Ms. Barbara Leiby, Director 
Business Resources 

Mr. Anthony Valletta, Vice 
ODISC4 

BG Gerald Brown, Director, 
Environmental Programs 

Mr. Steve Bagby, 
Chief, Policy & Integrations 

COL James L. Kays 

ALTERNATE 

Ms. Mary-Walker 
Mrs. Suzanne Carlton 

BG Robert Herndon 

Mr. Bartholomew 

LTC Mike Schultz 

LTC Van Horn 

COL Tomlinson 

COL Mutarelli 
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APPENDIX A - Distribution 

INSTALLATION STATUS REPORT POC LISTING 

PRTMARY nttCANTZATION 

HQAMC 

Aberdeen PG 

Anniston AD 

Redstone Arsenal 

DPTMS Ft Belvoir 

HQ MDW OCSEH 

HQ FORSCOM 

Ft Hood 

Ft Campbell 

Ft Carson 

Ft Riley 

HQTRADOC 

Ft Gordon 

Ft Benning 

FtKnox 

Terri L. Strawder 

Carl Smith 

Thecla Lindsay 

Kevin Meyer 

MAJ Marv Searle 

Charles W. Foster 

Paul DesRoches 

Grady McKissack 

Bob Burdick 

Larry Ingerling 

COL Fred Hepler 

Rhonda DeNardo 

CPT Greg Cleary 

Bill Crane 

Bill Hickok 
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APPENDIX A - Distribution 

INSTALLATION STATUS REPORT PROJECT WORKING GROUP 

ORGANIZATION PRIMARY 

ACSIM Mr. Stan Shelton 
Mr. Bob Conte 
Mr. Tim Ketchum 

SARDA Cathy Kominof 
Jill Thompson 

IL&E MAJ Scott Wells 

SAFM-BUI Mr. Dave Glandon 

CPW Mr. Jim Kemp 
Mr. Steve Roberts 

ACSIM LTC John Carpenter 

DISC4 LTCToddKersh 

DCSLOG LTC Crutchfield 

DCSPER Ms. Karen McArdle 

CFSC Mr. Tim Whyte 

OTSG MAJ Rick Bond 

CH CHAPLAINS LTC Brewster 

OCAR MAJ Bergeson 

NGB Mr. Bill Troumbley 

Army Environmental 
Center LTC Thomas Frankenfield 

IG (INFO) LTC Frank Jones 

CEAC MAJ John Turner 
Mr. Bob Suchan 

Safety Ofc Connie Dewitt 

OASA(FM) Mike Koslovski 

LEA Chuck Taylor 
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APPENDIX A - Distribution 

ORGANIZATION PRIMARY 

DESCOM 

R & K Engineering 

Dept of Systems 
Engineering 

Management 
Analysis, Inc. 

Rhodeside & 
Harwell, Inc. 

Dick Faith 
Jim Wilhelm 

Mr. James Askew 
Mr. John Hesson 
Mr. Robert Adams 
Mr. Roger Brown 

LTC David Thomas 
LTC Stephen Thomas 
MAJ Dave Frye 
MAJ Bill Harmon 

Mr. Wayne Grant 

Mr. Elliott Ian 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 
APPENDIX B - Installation and Area Test C-Ratings 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 
APPENDIX C - Area and Sub-Category Test C-Ratings 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIXD -«■»»«gpjjirf.b.Genera.Purposelastrucüon Faculty 

Sub-Categoiy: General Purpose Instruction Facilities 

Quality/Renovation Costs 

Rating       $toCl:    $toC2:     $toC3: 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir 
MACOM Totals 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson 
Fort Riley 
Fort Campbell 
Fort Hood 
MACOM Totals 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning 
Fort Gordon 
Fort Knox 
MACOM Totals 

C-3 

C-2 
C-2 
C-2 

C-2 

C-3 
C-2 
C^t 

AMC 
Anniston AD C-3 
Redstone Arsenal C-4 
Aberdeen PG C-3 
MACOM Totals 

Quantity/New Construction 
Costs 
Rating       $toCl: 

51314,205   29.J97.I36 
51314,205   29,197,136 

3342,809 
1.865,352 

136.790 
208,002 

5352,953 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

25,642317 1,014,060 
16,272,453 0 
9,495304 7,940,885 

51,410,274 8,954,945 

100,000 36,7% 
5,737,946 4,257,296 

. 7,778,902 3,974,840 
13,616,848 8,268,932 

0C-1 
0 

0C4 
0C-3 
0C-4 
0C-4 
0 

0C-3 
0C-2 

2,147,901 CA 
2,147,901 

0C^ 
831,312 C-2 

0C-1 
831,312 

$ to C2:    $ to C3: 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

7,671,226 
7,541,107 

20,024.514 
32,044,665 
6731312 

5,257,345 
5,777,481 

16,923,602 
27,077379 
55,036,007 

2,843,464 
4,013,856 

13,822,690 
22,110.493 
42,790,503 

58,319,987 37,724,301 17.128.616 
185,398 48,211 0 

27372,846 20,433,260 13,493,673 
85,878,231 58305,772 30,622,289 

737,358 
1,135.957 

417,419 
0 

97,480 
0 

0 
1.873,315 

0 
417,419 

0 
97,480 

a?rFC^eel.ShOWn "* DOt °Ptimi2ed **"■•bDt - * ro" ■*» of * the individual components 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX D - Summary Report of the General Purpose Instruction Facility 
Sub-Category 

SUSTAINMENT COSTS to MAINTAIN CURRENT C-RATING 

Rating Perm $:     N -Perm S: 1 otau: 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir C-3 1,378.664 198,720 1,577,384 

MACOM Totals 1,378,664 198,720 1,577,384 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson C-4 113,693 126,292 239,985 

Fort Riley C-3 86,004 78,227 164,231 

Fort Campbell C-4 8,734 390,759 399,493 

Fort Hood C4 14,407 375,915 390,322 

MACOM Totals 222,838 971,193 1,194,031 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning C-3 1,091,914 223,731 1,315,645 

Fort Gordon C-2 982,261 186,118 1,168,379 

Fort Knox C-4 255,587 349,011 604,598 

MACOM Totals 2,329,762 758,860 3,088,622 

AMC 
Anniston AD C^ 18,852 0 18,852 

Redstone Arsena C4 151,217 42,119 193,336 

Aberdeen PC C-3 422,427 174,721 597,148 

MACOM Totals 592,496 216,840 809336 

The cost figures shown are not optimized dollars, but are a roll ups of all the individual components 
at the FCG level. 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX E - Summary Report of the Applied Instruction Facility 
Sub-Category 

Sub-Category: Applied Instruction Facilities 

Quality/Renovation Costs 

Rating       $ toCl:    $toC2:     $ to C3: 

Quantity/New Construction 
Costs 
Rating       StoCl:     $ to C2:    $ to C3: 

MDW 

Fort Belvoir C-2 
MACOM Totals 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson C-2 
Fort Riley C-l 
Fort Campbell C-2 
Fort Hood C-2 
MACOM Totals 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning C-2 
Fort Gordon C-2 
Fort Knox C-4 
MACOM Totals 

AMC 
Anniston AD        N/A 
Redstone Arsenal C-2 
Aberdeen PG        C-3 
MACOM Totals 

4,121,417 
4,121,417 

263,965 
0 

151,034 
1,862,248 
2,277,247 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2,338,569 
20,248,668 
46,747,303 
69,334,540 

0 
0 

30.316,216 
30,316,216 

0 0 
24,045,903 17,859,897 
28,101,222 13,880,300 
52,147,125 31,740,197 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

411,964 
411,964 

0 
0 
0 
0 

C-3 

CA 
CA 
CA 
CA 

11,918,918 
11,918,918 

11.950,898 
5,054,532 

15.562,597 
13,874,283 
46,442.310 

9,557,583 
9,557,583 

10.060.320 
3,552,305 

13,172,166 
10,291,703 
37,076,494 

7,196,248 
7,196,248 

8,169,741 
2,500,033 

10,781,735 
6,709,124 

28,160,633 

C-4 

C-3 
C-3 

CA 
C-l 
C-l 

30.283,282 
3,053,138 
4,169,146 

37,505,566 

2,818,889 
0 
0 

2,818,889 

23,479,562 
2.595.167 
3,543,774 

29,618.503 

2,396.056 
0 
0 

2,396.056 

16,675,842 
2,137,196 
2,918,402 

21,731,440 

1,973,223 
0 
0 

1,973,223 

a?tneC0FC^el.Sh0Wn '" ** ^^ **"*- bUt "" a r°U UPS of •" ^ dividual components 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX E - Summary Report of the Applied Instruction Facility 
Sub-Category 

SUSTAINMENT COSTS to MAINTAIN CURRENT C-RATING 

Rating Perm S:     >> [-Perm $: 1 rotal $: 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir C-3 133,816 39,740 173,556 
MACOM Totals 133,816 39,740 173,556 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson C4 7,663 129,267 136,930 
Fort Riley C4 64,775 95,776 160,551 
Fort Campbell C4 4,374 99,828 104,202 
Fort Hood C-4 122,865 92,154 215,019 
MACOM Totals 199,677 417,025 616,702 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning C-4 183,879 208,640 392,519 
Fort Gordon C-3 1,190,240 258,632 1,448,872 
Fort Knox C-4 1,144,283 264,692 1,408,975 
MACOM Totals 2,518,402 731,964 3,250^66 

AMC 
Anniston AD C-4 
Redstone Arsenal C-2 800,578 26,873 827,451 
Aberdeen PG C-3 1,187,297 176,524 1,363,821 
MACOM Totals 1,987,875 203,397 2,191,272 

The cost figures shown are not optimized dollars, but are a roll ups of all the individual components 
at the FCG level. 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX F - Summary Report of the Barracks Sub-Category 

Sub-Category: BARRACKS 

Quality 

Rating 

/Renovation C 

$ toCl: 

^osts 

$ to C2: $ toC3: 

Quantity/New Construction 
Costs                     — 
Rating StoCl:       S toC2: $ toC3: 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir 
MACOM Totals 

CA 21,139,598 
21,139,598 

20,433,598 
20,433,598 

9,370,103 
9,370,103 

C-3 14,807,125 
14,807,125 

6,400,202 
6,400,202 

0 
0 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson 
Fort Riley 
Fort Campbell 
Fort Hood 
MACOM Totals 

C-2 
C4 
CA 
C-3 

19,345,295 
64,375,053 
87,531.892 
98,352,973 

269,605.213 

0 
50,910,625 
77,507,364 
38,415,810 

166,833,799 

0 
7,408,590 

26,580,611 
0 

33,989,201 

C-3 
C-3 
CA 
C-2 

18,600,096 
8,931,632 

60,653,653 
7,443,026 

95,628,407 

11,139,094 
7,591,887 

23,081,290 
1,276,765 

43,089,036 

9,173.371 
6,252,142 

11,446,230 
0 

26,871,743 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning 
Fort Gordon 
Fort Knox 
MACOM Totals 

C-3 
CA 
CA 

83,508,393 
66,655,996 
87,200.221 

237,364,610 

46,859,306 
50,453,409 
73,062,786 

170,375,501 

0 
4,470.555 

11,113,081 
15,583,636 

C-3 
C-3 
C-2 

92,562,174 
10,044,723 
18,497,474 

121,104,371 

63,169,065 
8,538,015 

10,068,443 
81,775,523 

33,775,957 
7,031,306 
8.291,659 

49,098,922 

AMC 
Anniston AD 
Redstone Arsenal 
Aberdeen PG 
MACOM Totals 

N/A 
C-3 
C-3 

0 
9,499,306 

32,887,597 
42,386,903 

0 
6,028,476 

2734,478 
33,262,954 

0 
0 
0 
0 

CA 
C-l 
C-l 

39,575 
0 
0 

39,575 

33,639 
0 
0 

33,639 

27,703 
0 
0 

27,703 

The cost figures shown are not optimized dollars, but are a roll ups of all the individual components 
at the FCG level. 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX F - Summary Report of the Barracks Sub-Category 

SUSTAINMENT COSTS to MAINTAIN CURRENT C-RAITNG 

Rating Perm$: N-Perm$:       Total $: 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir C4 605,875 305,642 911,517 

MACOM Totals 605,875 305,642 911,517 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson C-3 2,390,984 36,412 2.427,396 

Fort Riley C-4 2,382,321 236,175 2,618,496 

Fort Campbell G4 2,788,924 702,439 3,491,363 

Fort Hood C-3 5,929,178 410,688 6,339,866 

MACOM Totals 13,491,407 1,385,714 14,877,121 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning C-3 2,216,879 541,662 2,758,541 

Fort Gordon C-4 2,518,179 95,232 2,613,411 

Fort Knox C-4 2,076,189 1,275,581 3,351,770 

MACOM Totals 6,811,247 1,912,475 8,723,722 

AMC 
Anniston AD C-4 

Redstone Arsenal C-3 707,443 0 707,443 

Aberdeen PG C-3 1,705,989 437,397 2,143,386 

MACOM Totals 2,413,432 437,397 2,850,829 

The cost figures shown are not optimized dollars, but are a roll ups of all the individual components 
at the FCG level. 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX G - Summary Report of the Child Development Center Sub-Category 

Sub-Category: CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTERS 

Quality/Renovation Costs Quantity/New Construction 
Costs 

Rating   $ toCl: $toC2:   $ toC3:     Rating    $toCl:      $ toC2:     S to C3: 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir C-l 0 0 0 C-4 4,700,420 2,927,380 1,154,339 
MACOM Totals 0 0 0 4,700,420 2,927,380 1,154,339 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson C-l 0 0 0 C-4 17,611,000 14,448,943 11,286,886 
Fort Riley C-l 0 0 0 C-4 12,094,688 9,876,648 7,658,609 
Fort Campbell N/A 0 0 0 C-4 26,278,591 22,336,803 18,395,014 
Fort Hood C-l 0 0 0 C-4 32,678,399 26,432,933 20,187,467 
MACOM Totals 0 0 0 88,662,678 73,095,327 57,527,976 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning C-l 0 0 0 C-4 7,741,752 5,724,298 3,706,844 
Fort Gordon C-l 0 0 0 C-4 3,404,676 2,356,295 1,307,914 
Fort Knox C-l 0 0 0 C-4 8,556,782 633,041 4,009,300 
MACOM Totals 0 0 0 19,703,210 14,363,634 9,024,058 

AMC 
Anniston AD N/A 0 0 0 CA 3,663,678 3,114,126 2,564,575 
Redstone Arsenal C-l 0 0 0 C-4 10,463,710 8,556,259 6,648,809 
Aberdeen PG C-3 529,749 529,749 0 C-4 6,133,576 4,592,305 3,051,034 
MACOM Totals 529,749 529,749 0 20,260,964 16,262,690 12,264,418 

The cost figures shown are not optimized dollars, but are a roll ups of all the individual 
components at the FCG level. 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX G - Summary Report of the Child Development Center Sub-Category 

SUSTAINMENT COSTS to MAINTAIN CURRENT C-RATING 
Perm$: N-Perm$: Total $: Rating 

MDW 
Fort Belvoir 
MACOM Totals 

C4 

FORSCOM 
Fort Carson C-4 
Fort Riley C4 
Fort Campbell C4 
Fort Hood C-4 
MACOM Totals 

TRADOC 
Fort Benning C4 
Fort Gordon C-4 
Fort Knox C4 
MACOM Totals 

AMC 
Anniston AD C4 
Redstone Arsenal C-4 
Aberdeen PG C4 
MACOM Totals 

203,004 

203,004 

99,028 
76,877 

0 
255,798 
431,703 

162,840 
102,216 
188,527 
453,583 

64,195 
118,127 
182,322 

14,718 217,722 
14,718 217,722 

40,492 139^20 
0 76,877 

52,258 52,258 
0 255,798 

92,750 524,453 

0 162,840 
0 102,216 
0 188,527 
0 453483 

0 64,195 
0 118,127 
0 182,322 

The cost figures shown are not optimized dollars, but are a roll ups of all the individual components 
at the FCG level. 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
COST REPORTS 

Aberdeen Proving Grounds 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 

($1,000) 

$28,976 

Budget Year (BY) + 1 

($1000) 

$29,655 

BY + yrs2thru4 

($1000) 

$92,985 

Total 

($1,000) 

$151,616 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-1 LEVEL 

Area 

ssion Facilities 

Funding R» 

Real Proper 

BY 

$63,805 

quired to At 

ty Maintena 

BY+1 

$65,300 

tain C-1 As 
mce Activiti 

BY+2 

$66,796 

sessment ($ 

es(RPMA) 

BY+3 

$68,229 

1,000) 

BY+4 

$69,724 

BY 

$20,736 

BY+l 

$20,815 

Military C 

BY+2 

$0 

onstruction 

BY+3 

$0 

BY+4 

$0 

OutYrs 

$0 

uegic Mobility $13,481 $13,797 $14,113 $14,416 $14,732 $0 $0 $2,742 $2,801 $2,862 $42,935 

Facilities 

using $14,029 $14,358 $14,687 $15,002 $15^31 $0 $0 $2,876 $2,937 $3,002 $45,025 

mmunity $4,813 $4,926 $5,039 $5,147 $5,260 $1,485 $0 $1,090 $1,113 $1,138 $17,063 

Facilities 

lity Systems $34,285 $35,089 $35,893 $36,663 $37,466 $0 $0 $1,884 $1,924 $1,966 $29,491 

my Reserve $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Facilities 

tional Guard 

Facilities 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

«20915. 

$0 

" $8,392 

$0 $0 $0 

I-SOW14- 
JTAL     ■-_ S 130.413 ,'$133,470 $136,52» £#L37»W/* 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST ^PORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 

Anniston Army Depot 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 

($1,000) 
Budget Year (BY) + 1 

($1,000) 
BY + yrs2thru4 

($1,000) 
Total 

($1,000) 

$3,671 $3,671 $3,671 $11,013 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Area 
Funding Required o Attain C-l Assessment ($1,000) 

Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) Military Construction 
BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 OutYrs 

Mission Facilities $2,425 $2,425 $2,425 $2,425 $2,425 $5,572 $5,572 $5,572 $5,572 $5,572 

Strategic Mobility 

Facilities 
Housing 

$2,445 $2,445 $2,445 $2,445 $14,732 $7,084 $7,084 $7,084 $7,084 $7,084 

Community 

Facilities 

Utility Systems $4,827 $4,827 $4,827 $4,827 $4,827 $1,902 $1,902 $1,902 $1,902 $1,902 

Army Reserve 

Facilities 

National Guard 

Facilities 
[TOTAL $9,697       $9,697 mMr $9,697 $9,697] $14,558 $14,558 $14458 $14,558: $14,558        \^v$0;| 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
COST REPORTS 

Fort Belvoir 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 
(SI,000) 

Budget Year (BY) +1 
($1,000) 

BY+yrs2thru4 
($1,000) 

Total 
($1,000) 

$17,614 $18,027 $56,521 $92,163 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Area 

Mission Facilities 

Strategic Mobility 
Facilities 

Housing 

Community 
Facilities 

Utility Systems 

Army Reserve 
Facilities 

National Guard 
Facilities 

Funding Required to Attain C-l Assessment ($1.000) 

Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) 
BY 

$112,252 

$24,926 

$30,897 

$33,074 

$83,151 

$2,966 

$0 

BY+1 

$114,883 

$25,509 

$31,621 

$33,849 

$85,100 

$3,036 

$0 

BY+2 

$117413 

"$26,094 

$32444 

$34,625 

$87,049 

$3,106 

$0 

BY+3 

$120,035 

$26,654 

$33,039 

$35367 

$88,916 

$3,172 

$0 

BY+4 

$122,666 

$27,238 

$33,763 

$36,142 

$90,866 

$3,242 

$0 

BY 

$860 

$1,200 

$4,412 

$0 

$15400 

$40 

$0 

BY+1 

$0 

$870 

$4415 

$0 

$1,002 

$41 

$0 

Military Construction 
BY+2 

$1400 

$0 

$4,619 

$U52 

$1,025 

$42 

$0 

BY+3 

$30,250 

$0 

$4,718 

$1,177 

$1,047 

$43 

$0 

BY+4 

$3,758 

$570 

$4,821 

$1,203 

$1,070 

$44 

$0 

OutYrs 

$93,943 

$94,896 

$165,551 

$47,128 

$56,230 

$1,094 

$0 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
COST REPORTS 

Fort Benning 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 

($1,000) 

Budget Year (BY) + 1 

($1,000) 

BY + yrs2thru4 

($1,000) 

Total 

($1,000) 

536,416 $37,270 $116,861 $190,547 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Area 

Funding Required to Attain C-l Assessment ($1,000) 

Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) 

Mission Facilities 

Strategic Mobility 

Facilities 

Housing 

Community 

Facilities 

Utility Systems 

Army Reserve 

Facilities 

National Guard 

Facilities 

BY 

••m 

$22,975 

$12,126 

$48,458 

$9,082 

$22,388 

$0 

$0 

BY+1 

$23,579 

$9252 

$41,920 

$13,945 

$33,739 

$0 

$0 

BY+2 

'SS :$I22,435 :S199fl65 

$42,993 

$16,611 

$58,498 

$24,139 

$56,824 

$0 

$0 

BY+3 

$28^65 

$16,244 

$60,348 

$24,282 

$59,586 

$0 

$0 

BY+4 

$188,725 

$16,443 

$16,599 

$26235 

$24,432 

$67,819 

$0 

$0 

Military Construction 

BY 

$13,657 

$526 

$0 

$674 

$1,964 

$0 

$0 

BY+1 

$151,528 

$13,016 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

?*m&m 

BY+2 

$6232 

$0 

$0 

$8,808 

$0 

$0 

$0 

BY+3 

$11241 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

BY+4 

$34,598 

$0 

$14,306 

$15,062 

$0 

$0 

$0 

OutYn 

$160, 

$344, 

$181 

$90, 

$126,: 

$1, 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
COST REPORTS 

Fort Campbell 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY)   Budget Year (BY) + 1 

($1,000) (SI.000) 

$41,210 $42,174 

BY + yrs 2 thru 4 

($1.000) 

$132,240 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) 

Funding Required to Attain C-l Assessment ($1,000) 
Military Construcüor 

!>te 

immunity 

Facilities 
!-ülity Systems 

tony Reserve 

Facilities 
National Guard 

Facilities 

IÜSa3!i&Sl& 
iw&fK&itmm |p™>Bf~i7 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
COST REPORTS 

Fort Gordon 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 

(51,000) 

Budget Year (BY)+ 1 

($1,000) 

BY + yrs 2 thru 4 

($1,000) 

Total 

($1,000) 

$19,272 $19,723 $61,843 $100,838 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Area 

Funding Required to Attain C-l Assessment ($1,000) 

Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) Military Construction 

BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 Out Yrs 

Mission Facilities $14,336 $15,720 $16,080 $16,425 $16,577 $20,480 $25,152 $22,512 $22,995 $12,309 $194 

Strategic Mobility $15,360 $15,720 $17,152 $17420 $14,036 $10,240 $12,576 $13,400 $13,688 $798 $0 

Facilities 

Housing $23,552 $26,200 $24,656 $23,543 $15,274 $27,136 $27,772 $28,944 $29,565 $572 $0 

Community $10,240 $11,528 $11,792 $10,950 $5,744 $5,120 $15,720 $16,080 $16,425 $708 $0 

Facilities 

Utility Services $6,144 $6,288 $4,288 $6,570 $3,417 $12,288 $12^76 $12,864 $13,140 $5,277 $0 

Army Reserve $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $366 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Facilities 

National Guard $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Facilities 
TOTAL ,"$69,632 " $75,456 ffiP3i968" $75,008 S:$55#48: SSTSSSW ~,$94,162 isSsÄKk $95.813 -519,664 $194 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

A PPFNDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
Ar COST REPORTS 

Fort Hood 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 

(SI,000) 

Budget Year (BY) + 1 

($1,000) 

BY + yrs2thru4 

($1,000) 

Total             I 

($1,000)          J 

$78,641 $80,328 $251,869 $410,836                  I 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 
3».' 

H       Area 

Funding Required K 

Real Pronertv Maintenance Activities (RPMA) 

i Attain «J-i Assessment &I,\XAJ) 

Military Construction 

BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 OutYrs 

BtnoD Facilities $7,343 $15,032 $53,818 $54,974 $24,076 $95,693 $19,388 $19,296 $52,779 $56388 $380,004 

■tafcpc Mobilir $6,163 $12,615 $45,164 $46,133 $20,204 $0 $0 $0 $42,103 $35,758 $232,156 

Hf fidlioes 

$22,819 $34,857 $44,928 $37,133 $30,650 $0 $0 $0 $16,243 $17,353 $116,944 

B^Bomry $2,732 $5,592 $20,022 $20,451 $8,957 $20,673 $10,826 $20,400 $32,198 $33^24 $227,092 

■:: felines 

Hphy Systems $8,456 $17,308 $61,963 $63,293 $27,720 $0 $0 $0 $14,906 $15,925 $107,322 

HHV Reserve $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

B' Fidices 
J^MOMJ Guard $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Hi holm« 

^47^13     $85,40*1*225.895 
$lj&63;518: 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SDSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 

Fort Knox 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 
(SI, 000) 

$35,602 

Budget Year (BY) + 1 
($1,000) 

$36,436 

BY + yrs2thru4 
($1,000) 

$114,246 

Total 
($1,000) 

$186,284 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Area 
Funding Required to Attain C-l Assessment fSl.000^ 

Real Property M aintenance Activities (RPMA) Military Construction 
BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 OutYrs 

Mission Facilities $35,356 $37,053 $39,721 $43,494 $48,670 $500 $12,200 $0 $25,000 $8400 $109,798 

Strategic Mobility 

Facilities 
$9,780 $10,249 $10,987 $12,031 $13,463 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $97,721 

Housing $41,618 $43,616 $46,756 $51,198 $5731 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $89,389 

Community Facil 

Facilities 
$8,157 $8,549 $9,165 $10,036 $11,230 $4,040 $0 $1,950 $0 $0 $67,696 

Utility Systems $1,830 $1,918 $2,056 $2,251 $2,519 $13,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,164 

Army Reserve 

Facilities 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

National Guard 

Facilities 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

TOTAL      1 $96,741 $101,335" %1Ö8£ÄS $119,010 $133,173|   $17,740     S122901 $1,950 $25,000» $8.500 ,-;:$408^68' 
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FOR TEST PURPOSES ONLY 

APPENDIX H - TEST REPORTED INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT AND CAPITAL 
COST REPORTS 

Fort Riley 

INSTALLATION SUSTAINMENT COSTS TO MAINTAIN CURRENT C-LEVEL 

Budget Year (BY) 

($1,000) 

Budget Year (BY) + 1 

($1,000) 

BY + yrs 2 thru 4 

($1,000) 

Total             1 

($1,000) 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

INSTALLATION CAPITAL COSTS TO RAISE TO A C-l LEVEL 

Area 

Funding Required to Attain C-l Assessment ($1,000) 

Real Property Maintenance Activities (RPMA) Military! Zonstructior 
BY BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 BY BY+l BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 OutYrs 

Mission Facilities $12,199 $12,491 $12,780 $13,072 $13,360 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Strategic Mobilit; $500 $512 $523 $535 $548 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Facilities 

Housing $9,882 $10,118 $10,352 $10,590 $10,822 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Community $2,264 $2318 $2,372 $2,426 $2,479 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Facilities 

Utility Systems $9,556 $9,785 $10,010 $10,241 $10,465 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Army Reserve $59 $61 $62 $63 $65 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Facilities 

National Guard $62 $64 $65 $66 $68 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Facilities 
~r:'rfrOTÄL-/'^ »$34i522v 6$3534W SS36464 ^$36^93r :$37;807i ÄSSÖ" ̂ msoi äS3fö$oi "<Pg$$Q- >--;;-.-'-''4o. 
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APPENDIX I- Summary of Facility Standards Comments by Installation 

INSTALLATION 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Fort Knox 

Aberdeen PG 

Aberdeen PG 

Aberdeen PG 
Aberdeen PG 

Aberdeen PG 

Aberdeen PG 

Fort Cambell 

Fort Cambell 
Fort Cambell 

COMMENTS 
Family Housing -utility systems within each FH unit 
are important to overall condition  " 

Heat/AC - Standards are primarily directed at central 
plants. Additional standards are needed for individual 
HVAC system 
UPH - Standards are vague, confusing and relies too 
heavily on the rater's judgment Suggest incorporate 
specific sub-elements scored on C-rating. Use grid- 
type format like TRADOC Form 160-R 
UPH - Specific building utility systems should be 
included with the individual building rating 

Utilities -some questions on the standards cannot be 
evaluated properly by the color rating system 
Utilities -Worksheets contain questions that do not 
apply to the areas in question. Worksheets need to be 
broken down more for distribution and separate for 
operations. Inspection sheets have to bee broken down 
to separate sheets for each utility. To do accurate 
analysis would have to have separate checklist for 
each facility on troop side. 
Utilities -If have to go out and inspect each facility it 
would take minimum of 30 days 
Utilities - Overall rating cannot be determined on the 
worksheets accurately as there is other information 
that does not apply to the distribution areas. 
Utilities - Recommend separate worksheets per facility 
and system 
Utilities - Have in-depth analysis of utility systems 
using computer program Strategic Utility System 
Planning. More efficient to look at what is already 
being done and correlate together 
Not all facility components are included in the facility 
quality rating. (e.g. electrical systems, HVAC, etc.) 

Rating on critical item as "red" should not mean 
facility is "red" 
Obsolete types of structures should be excluded 
Maintenance and Production Fac. - Not adequately 
cover utility systems. Too heavy on appearance  
Heat/AC-Electric/Gas-Water-Sewer - Do not reflect 
capability to perform intended functions. Need more 
explanation. Analysis and maintenance should be 
critical elements 
Information Mgt - Need additional explanation of 
requirements for CUITN and gateways 
Standards more cosmetic than structural. 

Omit handicapped access from some sub-categories. 
Tailor standards for specific ranges 

58 



Fort Belvoir Use of interior should not derive conditions of the 
facility, i.e. availability of a conference room 

Fort Belvoir More emphasis on condition of the infrastructure, 
adequate utilities, etc. 

Fort Belvoir Instructions not clear, numerous opinions reflected in 
the evaluation                                                         "~ ' 

Fort Belvoir Add airfield instrumentation (radar, radio beacon, 
wind indicators, weather packages 

Fort Belvoir Ports: alludes to RO/RO type. Add other types, more 
detailed in types and requirements 

Fort Belvoir There should be checklist for each utility. Should not 
include conditions of pump stations, sub-stations, etc., 
if there is still a requirement to evaluate these facilities 
separately. 

Fort Belvoir Army Reserve Fac. - Use same checklist for active 
army.  More detail for areas as motor pool and 
support areas 

Fort Belvoir National Guard Fac. - Same as above. 

Fort Belvoir Need additional FCGs for demolition bunker, 
permanent retaining/protective walls, etc. 

Fort Belvoir R&D - Availability of conference room should not be 
a critical element 

Fort Belvoir Family Housing - Kitchens be a critical element in lieu 
of bedrooms 

Fort Belvoir Hospital/Med. Fac. - There is no reference to the 
condition of the infrastructure and no explanation as to 
what is required for the facility to become DOD 
Certified. 

Fort Belvoir Heat/AC - Should be separate checklists 

Fort Belvoir Electric/Gas - Need separate checklists. No specific 
reference to Gas. 

Fort Belvoir Water - "Water quality" and "Annual tests performed" 
should be critical. 

Fort Belvoir Sewer - Pump stations require separate checklist since 
condition is a critical item on checklist 

Fort Belvoir Put "remarks" section on bottom of every checklist. 

Fort Belvoir Need instructions on the checklist for the evaluator to 
explain in the remarks section why a category is rated 
"red" 

Fort Belvoir Add a "N/A" column on the checklist 

Fort Belvoir Put a block for the inspector's phone number on every 
checklist 

Fort Belvoir Types of facilities to be inspected should be 
scrutinized. 

Fort Belvoir Need separate checklist for playgrounds 

Fort Belvoir Signature block for each Commander/Director to 
sign/approve each checklist 

Fort Belvoir Recommend deletion of pictures. This will require 
individuals to read each of the requirements to ensure 
a proper evaluation and eliminate "short cuts". 
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Fort Belvoir Evaluations are made based on condition of facility at 
"time of inspection." Inspectors should be instructed 
that a maintenance problem such as "No HVAC" at 
time of inspection should not produce a red rating if 
HVAC is adequate when repaired. 

Fort Belvoir Replace "Air Conditioning" with "HVAC" throughout 
Fort Belvoir Dining Facilities - Doesn't cover serving area or lines. - - 

Should be a critical element. 
Fort Belvoir Commissary - Loading Dock should be critical 

element in lieu of Building Exterior 
Fort Belvoir Transient Housing - Lounge should be critical instead 

of admin area 
Fort Belvoir Parking checklists does not include any provisions for 

handicap parking 
Fort Belvoir Most individuals are not familiar with Installation 

Design Guide and not aware of the specifications 
outlined in this guide. 

Fort Belvoir Remove landscaping from "parking" checklists, 
already in "sites and grounds" 

Fort Belvoir Move building utility lines from "loading dock and 
service areas" to "building exterior" 

Fort Belvoir Operations Building -Conference room should not be 
critical, supply storage and/or toilets and showers 
seem more important 

Fort Belvoir General Purp Instr Fac. -Auditorium should not be 
critical in a "classroom" environment. Substitute 
lounge and vending areas as critical. 

Fort Belvoir Army Reserve - Add "adequate cabinets and 
countertops" to kitchen sheet. Critical elements should 
be kitchen and toilets/showers. 

Fort Belvoir National Guard - Add "adequate cabinets and 
countertops" to kitchen sheet Critical elements should 
be kitchen and toilets/showers. 

Fort Belvoir R&D Building - Picture for "computer facilities" looks 
more like office in lieu of "main frame CPUs" 

Fort Belvoir Family Housing - Kitchens should be critical in lieu of 
bedrooms 

Fort Belvoir Majority of standards are easy to understand 
Fort Belvoir Extra check-box on the worksheet for "N/A" 
Fort Belvoir Critical items are not the same on all buildings. 
Fort Belvoir Many used the pictures and ignored the words. 

Recommend deletion of pictures to force inspectors to 
read standards 

Fort Benning Expand to address facilities requirements for 
mobilization 

Fort Benning Trainee Barracks - Graphics needed 
Fort Benning Family Housing - Three choices of rating (G/A/R) are 

too vague. Rating scale of 1 to 10 would be more 
precise. Standards too subjective. 

Fort Benning Should have a set of standards specifically for 
historical facilities 

Fort Benning Range - Recommend a new set of standards for 
sheds/pavilions for sorting ammo. Recommend two 
critical items - concrete slab and roof 
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Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 

Fort Benning 
Fort Benning 
Fort Benning 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 
Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 

Anniston AD 
Anniston AD 

Standards address heating, ventilation and air 
conditioning as one system. Need to distinguish 
between a central system and separate systems. 
Standards not available for some areas, i.e. recreation 
boat piers, camper areas. 
Maintenance Fac - more emphasis on cosmetics than 
on the actual maintenance fac. 
Information Mgt - gateway item needs more specifics 
to distinguish between automation or telephone 
gateway 
overall quality rating could be worded "the overall 
color rating will be either the color rating with the 
majority of x's, or the lowest color rating of the critical 
items, whichever has the lower color rating." 
Range stds should include range support buildings 

FH - Three choices (G/A/R) too vague. Choice of 1 to 
10 more appropriate, 
Outdoor Sports/Rec Fac - does not include docks 
Recommend news stds for historical facilities 
Recommend vehicle hardstand be assessed using a 
more appropriate std or not included 
Standards not adequate for industrial installation. Not 
address functionality. No consideration of items such 
as crane capacity, layout, process steam, etc. 
Strategic Mobility Fac - RR evaluated in 2 categories, 
active and inactive. These lump groupings do not 
adequately evaluate the RR system  
Utility Sys - Utilities lumped together. Need 
clarification 
Maint/Prod Fac 
functionality 

Aesthetics evaluated, not 

Storage/Warehouse -Appearance not functionality 
Storage/Warehouse 
included 

Ammo Storage Igloo/Aprons not 

Admin Fac - Additional references to layout and 
functionality would improve the overall evaluation 
Road/Trail - Lumped together. Split up for more 
accurate. 
Railroad 
accurate. 

Lumped together. Split up for more 

Gen Sup&Stor Fac - Reflect what looks good as 
opposed to function/purpose 
Electric - Discrepancy with question #4. The number 
of failures for that length of time should be higher 
Maint Fac - ex. screening of dumpsters, utilities and 
equipment not practical for the type of work in this 
building 
Gen Purp Admin Fac - Only one statement to layout 
All others are based on aesthetics. Functionality 
Electric - Standards in #9 & #10 do not apply to 
overhead lines 
Electric - items #7, 9 do not apply to generator fac. 
Railroad - difficult, if not impossible to lump all tracks 
into one overall quality rating. 
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Anniston AD Service Fac - Loading dock std not needed in Fire Prot 
Fac. 

Anniston AD Gen Purp Instruc Fac -Stds should be changed for Fire 
Prot Fac Training Site. Lobby not needed. Admin not 
needed. Auditorium not needed. Classrooms not 
needed. 

Anniston AD Recreation Fac - club does not have dining room or 
kitchen, only bar and small dance floor 

Anniston AD Post Exchange- designed for pick up of call-in orders, 
adequate even though it doesn't have parking area 

Fort Gordon More precision is needed in stds. Words such as 
"ample", "appropriate" and "adequate" should be 
better defined 

Fort Gordon Pictures needed 
Fort Gordon Should list primary regs/pubs to give inspectors a 

source to use in clarifying questions 
Fort Gordon List the FCGs that a stds booklet applies to on the 

cover 
Fort Gordon Develop stds that apply to any building (i.e. toilet, 

lobby etc.) Worksheets then have specific items for 
facilities 

Fort Gordon Suggest numbering the bullets 
Redstone Arsenal Handicap access caused facilities to rate low 

Redstone Arsenal Electric - did not have records back 10 years 
indicating # of outages 

Redstone Arsenal Add AC on most building stds particularly admin and 
barracks 

Redstone Arsenal Develop stds specifically for hazardous storage facility 
Fort Riley Need separate stds for hardstand. need separate stds 

for range hardstand vs. maintenance hardstand 
Fort Riley Incorporate asbestos and radon 
Fort Riley Road stds not specific 
Fort Riley Handicapped places in the standards automatically 

categorize a building in the red 
Fort Riley Furniture should not be in graphics 
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APPENDIX J - List of Facility Category Groups (FCGs) being Added to ISR Evaluation 
Process 

This reflects the changes to the list of FCGs that will be evaluated in future ISR 
implementations: 

Individual Weapon Qualification Range Sub-Category 

add: FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 

17904 Night Fire Range 
17906 Known Distance Range 
17908 Target Detection Range 
17913 Hand Grenade Familiarization Course 
17916 Hand Grenade Confidence Course 
17918 Recoilless Rifle Range 
17919 Light Anti armor Weapon Range 
17920 Anti armor Tracking & Live Fire Range 
17921 Demo, Booby Trap & Line Mine Area 
17922 Flash and Flame thrower Range 
17947 Bayonet Assault 
17967 Infiltration Course 

Major Weapon System Ranges Sub-Category 

add: FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 

17924 Mortar Scaled Training Range 
17925 Mortar Range 
17926 Infantry Squad Battle Course 
17927 Infantry Platoon Battle Course 
17935 Combat Engineer Vehicle Range 
17936 Gunship Harmonization Range 
17938 Field Artillery Scaled Range 
17944 Platoon Defense Against Aircraft 

Applied Instruction Facility Sub-Category 

add: FCG* 
FCG* 

17112   Flight Simulator Building 
17182   Moving Target Simulator Building 

Surfaced Roads Sub-Category 

add:   FCG* 85120   Vehicle Bridge 

Bridges, Unsurfaced Roads, & Tank Trails Sub-Category 

delete: Entire Sub-Category (Bridges move to Surfaced Roads Sub- 
Category; Unsurfaced Roads and Tank Trails are deleted) 

63 



Outdoor Sports & Recreation Faculties Sub-category 

delete: 
add: 

FCG 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 
FCG* 

75012 
75012 
75018 
75027 
75040 
75041 

Service Facilities Sub-Category 

add:   FCG* 76010   Museum 

Miscellaneous Recreation Facilities 
Basketball Court 
General Purpose Playground 
Running Track 
Golf Course, 18 Hole 
Golf Course, 9 Hole 

Notes: 

(1) FCG* means that this is not a true FCG but rather is an individual CATCODE 

in Sf toe * *"   CG f0r ISR PmP°SeS- U iS P°Ssible Aat *** may bl true^CGs 

Srt TT£vC^ge\Wi!in0t "^«V new Standards or Worksheets (eliminates one 
™£ f   t y     • i^6 th1automated rePorts a little longer (due to more FCG lines)  New 

KX£TKGCL^   ***    ^additional FCGs ""*Instruction ^S wm 
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